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School Committee Message

The Reading School Committee, in collaboration with the Reading School District Administration, is
pleased to present the FY 2016 School Butly@iown Meeting.This budget meets the fiscal guidelines
mandated by the Reading Finance Committee in that the percentage increase is 2.5%.

It is important to note that as a School Committee we are respectful of the process and have great
admiration forthe volunteers who collaborated to set forth the aforementioned guidelines, but we
g2dZd R 0S AaKANJAYy3I 2dzNJ FARAzOALF NBE NBalLRyaAoAtAlde
concerns with what was needed or required to meet the 2.%¥ankly pt, programmatic costs,

mandates and inflationary factors are rising at a rate higher than 2.5% causing the Administration and
School Committee to repurpose and reallocate existing funds and raise fees and offsets to stay within
the guidelines without takig a step backwards.

Through the above, we are able to add two curriculum coaches and an additional grade 1 teacher at
Joshua Eaton Elementary Schobhe curriculum coaches, whose initial mission will be to align the
teaching at our five elementary schispwere the result of much discussioithe Superintendent has
provided evidence that these positions will be a great benefit to our teachers and ultimately our
students as we navigate the ever changing curriculum frameworks coupled with the need ¢oniempl
more up to date and successful teaching methot@lee grade 1 teacher is hecessary to maintain the
School Committee goal of keeping2Klass sizes at 1.

However, as intimated, these positive steps were partially addressed financially threugitposing,

but the balance required no other alternatives but to increase the use of offsets, raise user fees and
reduce paraeducator hoursAll three received considerable discussion leading to a reasonable comfort
level for the School Committee to mevorward with the plan.

PaAy3 2FFasSia G2 olflyOS o0dzR3ISGa fglea asSSvya
we were reasonably assured by our Director of Finance that while not optimal our offsets will still be at a
safe level after dimg this.

Raising fees is never popular, but it has been four years since this has been done, the amount was
modest and we have in place a process to help those in n€badrefore, we moved this
recommendation forward.

And, a last minute $75,000 in@se in available revenue helped us mitigate some of the cuts in
paraeducator hours to a level where we were assured by the building principals that they are
comfortable to move forward with.

The Reading Public Schools will continue to be challenged Inaticfally and educationallyFinancially

S YSG (GKAAa &SINRa OKFffSyasSa GKNRdzAK 2yS (GAYS
by other means that will ultimately require a discussion by Town Leaders, Town Meeting and the
community as a whel
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Educationally, The Reading Public Schools, with the support of the Reading School Committee, continues

the journey of preparing our students to be independent, successful and creative members of our ever
changing, global societydowever, one goes witthe other and we continue to bend but will ultimately

ONBIF{1 AT 6S R2y Qi FAYR | ¢gl& 3ISG GKS FTdzyRa ySOSaa
additional needs to move the District forward.

The Reading School Committee would like to thank the Sckarministration for its efforts during the
budget processAdditionally, the Committee appreciates the collaborative participation and hard work
of the Town Manager, school department employees, parents, community members and elected and
appointed officals

Respectfully,
Christopher Caruso

Chair, Reading School Committee

3OPAOET OAT AAT 080 - AOOACGA

| respectfullypresentto the School Committee and the Commurtite FY206{ dzZLJSNA y i SY RSy (. Qa
Recommended Budget of $41,350,0dpresenting an increase of $1 2870 or 256%. This base

0dzRISG F2tt26a GKS wSIRAY3I CAYylIyOS /2YYAGGSSQa NB
with the available revenue projections of the Community, which are restricted by an annual structural

revenue deficit, combined witan inadequate Chapter 70 funding formula and minigtale aid

funding increases. Unfortunately, the budget presented results in a reduction of $849,620 from a 4.7%

level serviced budgetln order to reachhe 2.56%basebudget $849,620 in budget radttionsto both

personnel and noipersonnel areas, combined witiifset increasesvere made. In addition, there are

proposed increases in user fees for athletics, extreicular activities, and nemandatory bus

transportation. These fees have not iaased since 2010.

The base budget attempts to achieve the myiltiar goals of our school system, while staying within the
fiscal constraints of our available community resourdéslso restructures several areas to fund
needed positions and servicesthe areas of learning and teaching and special educatiincludes
funding to primarily address the following budget drivers:

All salary and benefit obligations to employees per the collective bargaining agreement

Norrunion salary and benefit incases in line with COLA adjustments for collective bargaining

units

9 Anticipated increases in special education transportation and knowmfbdistrict special
educationtuition increasesalong with a decrease in circuit breaker reimbursement due to less
students who cost greater than the required threshold of services

1 Anticipated increases imatural gascostswhen our contract concludes in June, 2015

)l
)l

Not included in this budget are funds for extraordinary increases in water and sewer or electricity rates
unanticipated enrollment increases, or unanticipated special education costs related to out of district

LX F OSYSy( GdaAGA2Y S GNIYyaLRNIFGA2YyZ 2N 20KSNJ aSNIA
plan. Funding that remains within the basediget will be used to continue several strategic initiatives

that have been and are continuing to be implemented in our schools including:
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1 Implementing the Literacy and Mathematics Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, Educator
Evaluation System, and DistrDetermined and Local Measures of Student Success

9 Addressing the academic, social, and emotional needs of all students through the
implementation of the Multi Tiered System of Support

Our base budget also allows us to continue maintaining our lovs siass (1-22) in Kindergarte
through Grade 2our middle school interdisciplinary model, our behavioral health initiatives, our
technology infrastructure, all of our regular day programs, and our school facilities.

In order to achieve the above priaes and to continue to move forward our school district towards its

mission and vision dfstilling a Joy of Learning and Inspiring the Innovative Leaders of Tomaow,

have restructured several existing resources in the base budget to fund criticabpre and positions.

This restructuring of funds would have occurred regardleserfé S+ ND&a FTA&OFf 02y aid NI A
the following:

Figure AFY16 Budget Restructuring

Restructured Position/Resource Restructured Area to Fund Position/Resource
Grade 1 Teacher at Joshua Eaton KindergarterClass Size Paraeducators at Josl
Eaton
K-8 Mathematics Coach Professional Development
K-8 Literacy Coach Professional Development
Technician School Transformation Grant Savings

Technology Replenishment Pe Pupil Building Budgets

Program Director for Student Support Progral  Middle/High School Transition Psychologist
and Therapeutic Support Program
Board Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) Special Education Consulting

These above positions and resources aritical to the ongoing improvement of our school district. The
Grade 1 Teacher at Joshua Eaton is to address curreneovelled kindergarten classes which

currently have an average class size of 24.5. Th&lEthematics and Literacy Coaches areassary to
provide ongoing instructional support in mathematics and literacy as the district continues to transition
to full implementation of the Massachusetts Mathematics and Literacy Frameworks. An additional
technician is necessary to address the angdechnology network and hardware learning needs of our
district as we increase the use of technology and mobile learning devices in gradesTke additional
technology replenishment funds brings the district back to-B¥l5 Budget levels and alloussto

continue to strive towards a 5 to 6 year technology replacement dgclstudent and staff computers

A program director for our2 Student Support Program and High School Therapeutic Support program
is critical in providing leadership and vesi articulation to a program that addresses the needs of our
most emotionally fragile students. Finally, the Board Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) brings in house a
person who can provide behavior consultation to our special education programs ih effective

manner. It should be emphasized that the above restructuring efforts do not increase the FY16 budget.

In addition, ve are fortunate thathe Town of Reading and the Reading Public Schools have recently
received three Federal grants, totaliag®5 million dollars, to help address the overall behavioral health
of our youth. The first granwhich is administered by RCA8éntinues the great work thahe

Reading Coalition Against Substance AbBEeASyPhave done over the last several yearslaxpands it
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for at least the next five years. The second grant will allow the Reading Public Schools to train 584
school educators, school support staff, first responders, youth workers, and faith leaders in Youth
Mental Health First Aid to identify, uedstand, and respond to signs of mental ilinesses and substance
use disorders in our youth. The third gratite School Transformation Graista five year grant which

will allow us toimplement a highly sustainable, muliered system of supports to inmpve school

climate and behavioral outcomes for all students. These three grants ensure that we will be able to
move forward in creating structures, systems, and processes throughout our community to reach and
engage alf our youth, particularly thoseouth who may be vulnerable to risky behaviors such as
substance abuse or creating harm to themselves or oth&re School Transformation Grant will also
result in approximately $8000 in savings to the FY16 School Department Budget.

Budget Reduction®ffset Increases/Fee Increases

In order to reach the base budget recommended by the Finance Committee, the following program
reductions, offset increases, fee increases and/or personnel reductions were included in the

{ dZLISNAYGSYRSyGQa @etmc wSO2YYSYRSR . dzR

Figure BFY16 Budget Reductions

Area Amount
Grant WritingServices $8,500Reduction
Regular Day Bus Transportation $23,000Reduction
Substitute Teachers $137,000Reduction
Per Pupil Building Budgets $26,000Reduction
Virtual High Scho@tiperds $18,120Reduction
EMARC Restructurirgf Services $30,000Reduction
Increase METCO Offset $25,000Increase in Offset
Increase Extended Day Offset $50,000Increase in Offset
Increase Athletic and Extracurricular User Fg $60,000Increase in Offset
Increase offsets in special education tuition ar $277,000Increase in Offset
RISE to accommodate decrease in circuit breg
Reduction in Regular Education Paraeducatg $60,000 Reduction
and Tutor Hours

The reduction in Grant Writing servicesWilh YA i G KS RAAGNARAOGQa FoAfAGE
the costs of current or future innovative programs that align with goals and vision of our district. The
decrease in regular day bus transportation eliminates allmamdatory bus transpation in Grades K

12. Any additional bus transportation will need to be $eifded by user fees, resulting in an increase in
bus user fes for riders.Reduction in substitute teacher funding will require restructuring in the use and
pay rate of substite teachers. The reduction in per pupil funding will affect the amount of educational
supplies and curriculum materials that are purchased at the building level. Virtual High School, an online
service that provides unique high school courses will Isguetured to allowaccess to studentsased

on course need In addition, we will be proposing a restructuring of the special educations services that
we provide to our 182 year old population through EMARC so that the resources are more effectively
andefficiently used for our students.
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user fees to offset the increased cost of living adjustments in coaches and advisors stipends since 2010,

the last timethe user fees were increased. In addition, offset increases are proposed in the special

education tuition and RISE revolving accounts to offset the decrease in circuit breaker special education
funding that we will be receiving in F¥and using in FY16Ne are also proposing an increase in offsets

in from the METCO grartack to FY14 levetsd the Extended Dayevolving Accournb reflect the
programmaticchangesn these two areas over the last few years.

Unfortunately, in order to reach the FinanG®mmittee budget guidance, personnel reductions will
need to be made in the area of our regular education paraeducatdhss reduction will have a
significant impact at our elementary level in providing support for our teaclstasiand students.

Our school district is one of the most efficient districts in the Commonwealth when it comes to

spending. In July, 201the Center for American Progress updated a report that they first released in
2011 on a district by district analysis of edtieaal productivity. This project develops a set of relatively
simple productivity metrics in order to measure the achievement that a school district produces relative
G2 A0a ALISYRAYy3AI gKAES O2y GNRf t Ayastofl@imgaddlr Ol 2 NE 2 dz
students living in povertyin that report, theReadingPublic Schoolsas the fourth highest educational
productivity rating in our Commonwealth. This strong measure is due to prioritizing our resources on
the classroom andirong fiscal management practiceslowever, while our academic achievement

ranks above the state averagayr per pupil spending ranks 30%ut of 327 operating districts in the
Commonwealth, based on state data from the 2dPlschool year. In fact, ewthe last several years,
GKA&a 3AFLI 0SGeSSy GKS adlraS F@SNFr3IS LISNI LidzZLIAE | yR
1A below shows. Our current per pupil places us among the lowest 10% of all districts in the state. This
steady decline ingr pupil ranking is attributed to two major drivers: the revenue available to the town
and school budgets each year and the inadequacy of the Chapter 70 funding formula. It is well
documented that our community hasstructuralrevenue problem as we bente more and more

reliant on cash reserves each year to fund our budgets. However, there is another piece to the funding
puzzle that is now getting more attention. That piece of the puzzle is the Chapter 70 funding formula
which has had only a few adjusémts since 1993. The Chapter 70 foundation formula is based on an
outdated model that did not take into accouatlucationalchanges that have been made over 1hast

22years in technology needs, increased learning time and different staffing needdlifiodspecial
education costs are grossly underfunded in the foundation formula. Health insurance costs are double
the amount that are allocated, salary allowances in the foundation budget are well below actual salaries
of staff, and increased resourcesaddress the needs of high poverty, English Language Learners, and
homeless students are not captured in the formula.

State government is listening and a task force has been created by legislative action to review the
Chapter 70 funding formula. Heags are being conducted throughout the state and the task force has
to report back to the legislature by next June. Although this will not affect the FY16 budget, there is
promise that some positive change could be made in future budget cycles if otbrinula is adjusted
and additional Chapter 70 funding is added to the state formula. Without both occurring
simultaneously, Reading may see a decrease in Chapter 70 funding in future years.
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Figurel: Historical Per Pupil Expélitures - Reading compared to the State Average Per Pupil
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As in years past, there are a significant number of important needs that were identified by building
administrators, staff, anthe school community that were not addressed in this budget in light of fiscal
constraints. These needs are identified below.

Figure3: Unfunded FY'a Budget Requests

Identified Need Budgetary
Impact
School adjustment counselors at the elementary amddle levels to providmore counseling to 2.0FTE
struggling students who need targeted social, emotional, and behavioral supports to succeed $130,000
Tier 2 academic, social and emotional supports at all levels (e.g. general education tutors, staff 5.0 FTE
trained in applied behavior analysis) $100,000
Additional special education staff to addreke growing teaching and administrative demands on
teachersthe increasing complexity of the needs with which students are preserttiegervasive 3.0FTE
and gowing proficiency gap between special education and general education studenteand $195,000
needto provide for more inclusive settings throughout the district
Additional time for paraeducators to collaborate with teachers, serva tesachemresource learn
. h : . . $115,000
how to modify curriculum and implement accommodations, and take advantage of professional
development opportunitiegtwo hours per week for instructional paraeducators)
Instructional technology specialist at the elementary |geelrently five schools share one ftiline 1.0 FTE
specialis} $65,000
Data or information management specialistassist administrators and teachers in managing, 1.0 FTE
monitoring, reporting, and analyzing all of the educational data available to distridtsehools $50,000
Districtwide chnology leadership positido lead and manage the day to day operations of our 1.0FTE
technology and data rich 24century learning and teaching environment $95,000
Increased funding for technology mainter@nand replenishment $100,000
Additionalgeneral maintenance staff for facilities department 1.0 FTE
$50,000
Additional funding to allow for planneghintingcycle of 1520% of classroonser building per year $120,000
TOTAL BUDGETARY IMPACT $1,020,000

If all of the above had been added to thexjuestedlievel service budgethe increase would have been
$2.9million (a6.8% increasedather thanthe $19 million increaseproposedin the level service budget

A Discussionof Unfunded District Needs

The needs and priorities of our school district are based on both the vision of the school district as well
as what evidence is telling us about the performance of our schools and our students. In the section
below, we discuss the vision of our school st Here we focus on the trends, patterns, and evidence
that we are seeing in our schools.

Over the last two years, the state has developed an Early Warning Indicator System (EWIS) to help
districts identify students who may be at risk of not achieway education benchmarks. At the middle
school level, the benchmark used is whether a child is likely to pass all Grade 9 coursework. At the high
school level, the benchmark is whether the child will likely graduate. As of October of the current year,
we have 83 students in our middle schools that are identified as highly or moderately at risk of not being
successful in the'®grade. For the same time period at the high school, we have 54 students that are at
moderate or high risk of not graduating-he challenge that we face is that we do not have specialized
supports in place for many of these struggling students and, at the secondary level, we lack any tutoring
or behavioral health supports for general education students. This makes it difficsitifools to

provide the Tier 2 supports necessary to minimize the risk of these students not succeeding. One
commonly suggested solution was to provide up to five academic tgtore for each middle school
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and three for Reading Memorial High Schobhis recommendation was not incorporated into the
FY2016 budget.

The need for increased mental health counseling was also highlighted in oulv20f8 Risk Behavior

Survey results. At Reading Memorial High School, the rate of students who report $eningsly

considered suicide in the past 12 months was 14% (which is higher than the statewide rate of 13% and

the national average of 17%). The rate of students who report having made a plan to commit suicide (a
marker of severe suicidality) was 13% ddiggher than the state rate of 12% and the national average of

14%). Thirteen percent of students reported having actually attempted suicide in the past 12 months.

That rate ranged from a low of 10% in"grade to a high of 16% in "i@rade. Twenttwo percent of
d0dzRSyGa NBLRNISR Ayed2NAy3a KSyaSt@gSa 2y LldzZN1RasS:s

In order to better address the needs of these students, administrators and staff felt that an increase in
the number of social workers and/or adjusémt counselors to provide counseling services to students
was needed. Inthe FY2015 budget, one additional social worker at the high school was added . Both
the elementary and middle school levels also expressed a need for these sas/tbese has beean
increase of students hospitalized at the elementary and middle school levels over the last two years.
These requests were not included in the requested FY16 budget.

Special education is another area where needs appear to be outpacing resourcesdn@uistrators
and educators are committed to providing education services to all students in the most inclusive
environment possible. Over the last decade, the district has increased the numbettistirict special
education programs from one prograim seven programs. When accounting for the programs that
exist across all grade levels, there are nineteen buitbaged programs across our nine schools,
including the RISE Preschool program.

The job of a special education teacher entails a numieegponsibilities beyond instruction. Special
education teachers must develop accommodations, collaborate with teachers on curriculum
modifications, attend team meetings, and perform initial evaluations, annual evaluations and three year
reevaluations.While caseloads vary from year to year, special education teachers are typically
responsible for 2 initial evaluations, 80 annual evaluations, and&reevaluations each year. Given

the length of time these processes take, a teacher could spend @%raf their time engaged in testing
and evaluation of students. Two of the most common suggestions to address these growing demands
were additional teachers to reduce caseloads or additional paraeducators to assist with some of the
clerical duties assodiad with special education processes. No special education teachers or special
education paraeducators were added to the FY2016 requested budget.

One need that was highlighted by all of our elementary schools was additional instructional technology
support. Currently, Reading employs one instructional technology specialist that services all five
elementary schools. In essence, this means that this individual is able to spend no more than one day
per week at each school. In contrast, our middle schaold high school each have their own

instructional technology specialist. At the middle and high school levels, the instructional technology
specialists spend about half their time working with teachers on integrating technology into the
classroom and th other half is spent working directly with children. At the elementary level, the
instructional technology specialist is able to spend a limited amount of time with teachers but has no
student contact. Furthermore, this individual is also tasked withl@gnent of technology in the
elementary schools, e.g., iPad setup and deployment, as well as data integration tasks such as setup and
changes to the elementary report card and data updates to our student information management
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system. All of our elementa schools were able to fund additional technology purchases through gifts
and donations, year end funds, or grants. Many elected to purchase iPads for classroom use. Because
we have just one specialist serving five elementary schools, full deploymérasef iPads was not
completed untilNovember. While the devices were deployed late, teachers still needed to be trained

in the use of the devices. This training did not begin until November and will continue through January
and beyond. Clearly, we an®t able to maximize the value of these technology investments if we do

not have the staff necessary to effectively manage the devices and train staff on their use.

As a district, we have invested a significant amount of money in our technology inftas&r@and our
technology inventory. Additionally, we have invested heavily in our information management systems
to allow us to employ state of the art tools for more robust data analysis andidétemed decision
making. Clearly, to ensure that oufrastructure, networks, technology, and data systems are
optimized, compatible, and reliable requires strong management and leadership. However, Reading
Public Schools currently has no districtwide Director of Technology position to oversee technology and
information management operations in our district. Most districts striving to create the type®bf 21
century learning environment that Reading has created have funded such a position. A Director of
Technology would be responsible for strategic plannedycational technology selection and

investment, asset tracking, enterprise communications, internet and data security, data management,
system reliability and interoperability, and technology optimization. A lack of leadership in this area
leads to frgmented implementation, suboptimal planning and communication, increased downtime,
and lack of consistency with respect to operations, maintenance, and deployment. The need for a
districtwide technology director is something that has been discussedsrisirict for a decade. While
not included in the FY2016 budget, this need must be addressed within the next year or two.

As mentioned above, we have invested a significant amount of time, energy, and money in
implementing information management systemmsour district. These systems include:

T 'RYAYAAUNI G2NDa tfdzAx 2dzNJ a0 dzZRSYy G AYTF2NXIGA2Y
1 MUNIS, our ERP system for financial accounting and human resources management

91 Edline, our website and learning management system

1 Blackboard Connecbur emergency email, text, and phone communication system

i BaselineEdge, our student intervention, benchmarking, and teacher evaluation management
system

Aesop, our absence management and substitute placement system

SchoolDude, our facility maintenance dmailding rental management program

SchoolSpring, our recruiting and applicant tracking system

Atlas, our curriculum mapping system

eSchool, our tuition and fee payment and management system

MySchoolBucks, our school nutrition planning and payment managesysitem
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All of these systems house critical data that allow us to better track, monitor, and report on key metrics
that measure student, school, and district performance. In addition to these systems, there are also a
number of national and state databes that we use to access important information. Currently, we lack
the supports necessary to ensure compliance with data security protocols and regulations, to assist
administrators and staff in using the data in meaningful ways to inform instructiorassessment, and

to assist district administrators in employing this data to facilitate in thetdagay management and
operations of the district. We are learning that an increasing number of districts are employing data
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specialists or data managersdasist with this important function. Currently, we call upon our help desk
technician, who has a background in database management, to assist us as needed with some of these
tasks. However, a fuiime data specialist would enable us to address theaaitheeds in this area and
make better use of the data and analytic tools available to us.

Two years ago, an additional $100,000 was added to our base operating budget to allow us to employ a
5-6 year technology replenishment cycle. In the currentfigear, this funding was reduced to $50,000

to address the $285,000 gap between the funding that was available and the needs of the district.
Presently, we are replacing technology that has been in the districtToyéars and has far outlived its
uselul life. As we know, technology is evolving at an exponential rate and keeping up with these
changes will require a greater investment than $100,000 per year. For example, our district has
approximately 350 iPad 2 devices that were purchased over théelasyearsin the near future, Apple

will no longer be supporting this generation of iPads which may render them nearly obsolete in the not
too distant future. This means those devices will likely need to be replaced in another couple of years.
These ypes of changes will, no doubt, continue in the future. We have restructured other funding to
increase the amount from $50,000 to $100,000, but ideally, an additional $100,000 is needed.

Our Facilities Department presently maintains our eight schoibdlings and seven town buildings. In
addition, we have also been assisting with the maintenance of the Matera Cabin over the last three
years. Furthermore, the Reading Public Library is scheduled for a major renovation and addition over
the next two yeas. Currently, the department maintains 1,300,000 square feet of space and employs
three maintenance staff including one general maintenance person, one licensed electrician, and one
licensed plumber. The recent-odassification of a general maintenangesition to a licensed electrician
position has resulted in significant savings to the department. We presently estimate the savings will be
on the order of $30,000 to $50,000 per year. It had been the intent of the department to translate
those savingmto an HVA®osition, thereby increasing maintenance staffing to 4.0 FTE and reducing
the total square footage per maintenance staff from 433,333 to 325,000. The creation of this position
would likely result in additional savings as the individual weeldorm a significant amount of the

HVAC workthat is currently being done by a contractor whose labor is billed at the prevailing wage
which is nearly twice the contractual wage for this position. This position was not included in the
FY2016 requestedudlget and, instead, the savings was used to offset increases in other areas of the
budget.

Another request that we received from administrators and staff in nearly every building was for

increased painting of classrooms. Currently, we do not includeirigrid the building maintenance and

repair accounts for painting. Painting needs are typically addressed at year end with any funding that
remains as a result of sound budget management, energy savings, or overtime savings. As a result,
there is no fundig for an annual cycle of classroom painting. An amount of $120,000, if added to the
budget, would allow for approximately 0% of classrooms in each building to be addressed each year
such that every classroom would be painted once every five to apsyd his type of investment allows

for classrooms to be kept clean, fresh, and bright in appearance which leads to a classroom environment
more conducive to learning.

Economic Outlook
While uncertainty dominated the economic landscape in recent yélaese seems to be an increasing
optimism regarding the economic outlook over the next few years. Current predictions by the
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annual average rate of 3.4% thugh 2016 before moderating in subsequent years. The CBO forecasts a

more rapid growth in business investment and consumer spending will significantly boost economic

growth in 2015. The labor force and employment are projected to grow more slowly tkan th

population after 2015, primarily reflecting a retirement of members of the blabym generation and

despite the decline in the unemployment rate in recent years. Wages and salaries paid to employees

continue to grow slowly.

The federal governmergpendsnearly $79 billion annually on primary and secondary education

programs. Much of the funding is discretionary, meaning it is set annually by Congress through the
appropriations process. Funds flow imig through the Department of Education although other federal
agencies administer some funding for education related activities. The two biggest programs are No

Child Left Behind (Title 1) Grants to local school districts ($14.4 billion in fiscabDjgdaradd IDEA

Special Education State Grants ($11.5 billion in fiscal year 2014). Reading currently receives

' LILWINREAYI GSt& bPmnpZnnn AY ¢AGES L AR YR bdTHZIAN
modest increase in Title | aid the distrinay receive a larger percentage increase based on the

significant increase in our low income population. The number of students in the district meeting the

criteria for Free and Reduced Lunch increased by 35% or 104 students fro4613Y 145. The

C, (Bahool CommitteBudget also projects a modest 1% increase in our anticipated IDEA grant. The
PpymIcpd 0dzRIAISGSR | Y2dzy i F2 N C, Qwmsequdstiation awartl in - m ® 0372
FY13. This grant awdhis used to fund special education teacher and special education team chair

positions.

The Massachusetts outlook also appears to be favorable despite the recently announced 9C cuts by

outgoing Governor Patrick. In November, Massachusetts added 13 a€Qciuntributing to the idea

GKFIG GKS adlradS Aa 3INRgAYy3d GoAOS A Frad a GKS b2
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of jobsinMass@K dza S G & @ ¢tKS a4SOG2N) SR b2@dSYOSNRa Il Ayas
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The Patrick administration recently announced a $329 million shortfall in revenue amumesnded
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Massachusetts Taxpayer Foundation, believes the budget shortfall is closer to $750 million an assertion

0KS D2@SNYy2NRa 27T TFresSwere 2 dayhibeSalftopdsed cutsyn@de B O i @
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This budget reduction should not impact our ability to operate the METCO program. Goezoior

Baker las declined to discuss spedifaf how he might address any budget gap until he takes office.

While we will not know the specifics of the Gover®Ef SOG & C, Qmc . dzRISG dzyGAf al
some insight into his thoughts on education from his electiaterial and public comments.

! The Economic Outlook for 2014 to 2024
*Massachusetts Posts Biggest Monthly Job Gain in More Than 3 YeaBgsitre Globe, Megan Woodhouse,
December 18, 2014
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the state for preK. Howeveralmost 17,000 children reain on waiting list$or that aid, according to

the Massachusetts Department of Early Education and (@aker supJ2 N1 a | adGF NASGSR Ay
SI NI & SRdzOI (i A 2igcomeyominénfies.dHaanis ® @eusr ipboving education at

the elementary school level and beyond, in order to maintain any early academicgains.

The Town of Reading continues to maintain a solid record of financial management, bolstered in part by
the refinancing of some school debt in early 2012 which resulted in savings to taxpayers through a
reduction in the cost of the RMHS debt exclusion. Repdurrently has a very healthy free cash

position with the highest level of free cash reserves in the last decade. Free cash reserves have
increased from $1,703,703 in 2003 to a July 1, 2014 balance of $8,531ad2RAcrease of 401% over

the last decad.

2 AGK NBALISOG G2 LISNI OFLAGE AyO2YSs wSl RA¢gAIQa O f dz
351. Our equalized property value rank improved from™8071% of 351, placing us in the top quartile

of Massachusetts communities. With 90¥%the assessed valuation in our community coming from

residential properties, the town relies heavily on local residential property taxes to fund municipal and

school operationsOur average family tax bill, which currently stands at $6,576, is rank&th34e

state and our total tax levy of $56,444,070, is rankell @6351. While there are annual discussions

around the tax rate and suggestions to assess commercial properties at a different rate than residential
properties, 237 of the 351 communisen Massachusetts assess residential and commercial properties

at the same rate. In Reading, 8% of the total tax base comes from commercial and industrial properties.

With respect to education spending, the total amount spent in Reading on educatios Tandut of 351
O2YYdzyAGAS&a® 2 KSy SRdzOF A2y &LISYRAYSH2-IBpery 2 NI £ Al
pupil spending ranks 38%ut of the 324 operating districts in Massachusetts, down fror483he

prior year.

Our community benefits from significant amount of state funding in the form of Chapter 70 state aid

Fa ¢Sttt a 0KS AaLISOAIFET SRdzOFGA2Y NBAYOdzZNESYSy(d 3N
G2Grta bpmnImMucIptnI Yy AYONBI &S fandingisbasid o2adS NI C, Qm
funding formula that begins with the calculation of a Foundation Budget amount for each district which

is the minimum amount necessary to provide an adequate education to the children in our district. The

amount of Chapter 70 fundiis then calculated as the difference between the Foundation Budget

FY2dzyd FyR GKS O2YYdzyAieQa lFoAfAGeE G2 L& ola YSt
income). The Legislature has commissioned a Foundation Budget Review Commitieetinantly

holding public hearingf®r the purpose of soliciting testimony from members of the public.

¢tKS O2YYAaaAz2yQa Llz2N1J2aS Aa G2 NBOASE GKS gl & F2dz
recommendations for potential changes in those calcalaias the commission deems appropriate. The
foundation budget defines the minimum level of school spending necessary to provide an adequate

education to students. Foundation budgets are established annually for each school district and reflect

the specift grades, programs, and demographic characteristics of its studAnisrecommendations

or changes to the Chapter 70 formula will not impact the FY16 Budget. There may be a positive or
ySIALGAGS AYLI OG 2y G(KS RA &G NNiGbrafindbgs@andany ¥ dzy RAy 3 RS

3 http://learninglab.wbur.org/2014/10/31/wherebakerand-coakleystand-on-education/Where Baker and
Coakleystand on Education, Peter BalonBiosen, October 21, 2014.
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the combination of equalized property values and per capita income both increasing at a higher rate
than the state average.

The CircuiBreaker grant reimburses the town up to 75% for special education costs that exceed
PnmMInny O6C, Qun UGKNBEAK2fR FY2dzyGo o LYy C.,Qndod YR C
currentt pr2 X LG nw: FYR nm:r NBaLISO@EASAS fie20 ¢ piry G RQMMWE Qi
C2NJ C, QMo O0FdzyRa RAAUGUNROdzISR Ay C, QOMhiethE Goekn8r NB A YO
has recommended 9C cuts to Circuit Breaker they are in the area of extraordinary relief and will not

impact our curraet year award.Over the last several years, the School Department has worked

diligently toward the goal of prefunding the Circuit Breaker offset. State regulations allow a school

district to carry forward the balance of circuit breaker funds receiveterprior year. The goal of this

regulation was to allow budget certainty for the amount of circuit breaker reimbursement offset. Those
RAAGGNAOGA GKIFIG 6SNB FoftS G2 OFNNE FT2NBINR GKS Sy
certaintythean2 dzy i 2F 2FFaSi (2 0S dzaSR Ay (KS adzaSldsSyi
have achieved that goalnd are able to carryforward our annual award into the next budget year. The

C, Qmp / A Nawdahdi$952/8%1id3aSNR | & |y  26Tddged This andunkisizNJ C, Q
PHooZnmn fS&da GKFy 2dzNJ C, Qmn NBAcKINdzZNE SYSyYy i | Y2dzyi

The FY2016 Superintendents Recommended Budget document reflects our commitment to excellence

and continuous improvement. In that vein, this doamhreflects in large measure the standards of the

1 3a20A0A2y 2F {OK22f .dzaAySaad hFTFAOALFIfA LYGSNYLI
enhance the transparency of our budget, to incorporate measures of performance for improved

accountaility, and to assist the taxpayers of Reading in understanding how the dollars invested in

Reading Public Schools are allocated and utilized to educate the youth of this community.

Final Thoughtsand Challenges

We have a lot to be proud of in the ReagliRublic Schools. However, there are also some areas that we
need to address so that we can maintain the level of excellence that we have taken pride in over the last
several years. Addressing these areas will be critical to the long term successcdf@uirdistrict.

Our most recent challenge has been our declining MCAS scores and the designation of the Joshua Eaton
Elementary School as a level 3 school, and consequently, our district being designated as a Level 3
district, by the Department of Elem#&ary and Secondary Education. Although this designation is based
solely upon state assessment results, the improvement process that we are now embarking upon will
provide us with an opportunity to review every aspect of what we are doing at Joshuadtetom our

district to effectively address the needs of all our students. Recently, we formed a Task Force of
parents, teachers, and administrators to oversee this important school improvement process. Although
this is a significant challenge facing theshua Eaton school and our district, we will address this
challenge successfully by tapping the collective efforts and talents of our entire district staff as well as
our community. In the FY16 budget, existing professional development funding from¥té& Budget

has been restructured to add a&math coach and-K literacy coach to provide support and

professional development as our teachers and students make this transition to the new Massachusetts
Curriculum Frameworks. In addition, an additionadeer has been added in the FY16 budget to

I RRNB aa VY SE lenrél@entisEud at IoshbiaFEStonm
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Another challenge ware currently facing ishe increasing need fagarly childhood education. For the

last three years, the Reading Public Schhalsbeen working towards providing publicly funded full day
kindergarten for all students, a program that is currently being offered in 242 other Massachusetts
communities (already nearly 75% of the state) and is increasing annually. Each year, our figmand

tuition based full day kindergarten has increased steadily (from 32% in@®»86hool year to 71%

during this current school year). Full day kindergarten has become a necessary component for our
Reading familieand is an important educational tofr early childhood developmentTo reach this

important goal, the Reading Public Schools has been actively researching solutions to address classroom
space shortages for our growing Preschool, providing Full Day Kindergarten for all students, improving
our Special Education Programs, and establishing dedicated art and music classrooms. Currently, a short
term solution is being discussed which will provide modular classrooms to meet the growing demand of
full day kindergarten. In addition, the Schooh@nittee has formed an Early Childhood Space Needs
Working Group of elected and appointed officials, educators, parents and community members to

review possible options using an open meeting process. This dedicated group of 21 individuals is
committed to ecommending a solution to our community that is educationally sound and fiscally
responsible.

Another area of focus has been the behavioral health and safety of our students. We are seeing some
positive trends in the latest Youth Risk Behavior Sunagg,vhere there is decreased use of alcohol

and marijuana among our high school students. Unfortunately, our data also indicates that there has
been an increase in the use of opiates such as heroin, methamphetamines, and cocaine. We have also
seen an igrease in students doing harm to themselves, including attempting suicide. Although these
increases are not isolated just to Reading, we are concerned that the numbers of incidents in Reading is
higher than the state average. As a community, we have takgrificant steps to address these

increased concerns through World Café conversations, collaboration with the Reading Coalition Against
Substance Abuse, and your support in previous budgets with programs and staffing that supports
behavioral health. laddition, the Town of Reading and the Reading Public Schools have recently
received three Federal grants, totalifij.95 million dollars, to help address the overall behavioral

health of our youth. The first grant continues the great work that the Reddgalition Against

Substance Abuse (RCASA) has done over the last several years and expands it for at least the next five
years. The second grant will allow the Reading Public Schools to train 584 school educators, school
support staff, first responderyouth workers, and faith leaders in Youth Mental Health First Aid to
identify, understand, and respond to signs of mental illnesses and substance use disorders in our youth.
The third grant, the School Transformation Grant, will implement a highly sabtairmultitiered

system of supports to improve school climate and behavioral outcomes for all students. This grant will
also help offset some expensisthe FY® budget. These three grants ensure that we will be able to

move forward in creating structes, systems, and processes throughout our community to reach and
engage all of our youth, particularly those youth who may be vulnerable to risky behaviors such as
substance abuse or creating harm to themselves or others

The final challenge is our contiimg decline in our ranking in per pupil expenditure. As mentioned
above, Reading has been steadily declining in our ranking since 2006. Our continuing decline in per
pupil expenditure is beginning to have an effect on our school system, especiallg theitimes of
transition that we are currently facing. We are in the midst of tremendous educational change in our
state and in our country with a new set of curriculum frameworks, a new state testing system, and a
new teacher evaluation system that ied to student performance. During these times of transition,
additional supports are needed to help our students, our teachers, and our administrators adjust to the
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higher expectations in a timely manner. Itis also important to retain our best edwscato compete
for the highest quality candidates for those educators who leave our district.

2 KAfTS GKS olFasS o0dzR3ISG fft26a dza (2 FRRNBaa Ylye 2
to continue a longgtanding tradition of excellence in pachools, financial constraints limit our ability to

pursue many of the innovative programs, structures, and systems that we believe will make our

students even more successful. The Reading Public Schools is at a crossroads when it comes to the

amount offunding available and what v are able to do to continue to improve education in our

district. 2 KAf S SIFOK RAZGNROGQA LISNJ LIzLIAf ALISYRAY3I YAIKID
has been our inability to sustain what had been effective oékervices from year to year. What we

are finding is that, in the last several years, we are losing ground, and finding it harder to compete wit
comparable communitiesin FY15, the School Department needed to reduce a level service budget by
$285,000. This year, the FYB&hool Committebasebudget has been reduced by49,620from a

level service budgetTheSchool Committe&Y 1asebudget is designed to minimize the budget

reductions on ¢aching and learning, while helping us move forward in key areas to reduce class size,

provide support for our teachers in math and literacy and provide direction and leadership in our special
education programs with our most fragile students.

What thisbudget is ot able to provide is funding fdong term improvements that are needed in our
school district to continue to be one of the best in the region. Areas such as funding full day
kindergarten for all students, restructuring our elementary schtmlsliminate the early release
Wednesday and to provide more opportunities in computer science, science, the arts and engineering,
implementing the new K2 science curriculum frameworks, restructuring our high school schedule and
programming, and incre&sy health education across the district are importantiatives that we need

to providefor our students. However, these initiatives are not sustainable with the current revenue
available. Without additional revenue, our ability to improve and protidebest educational
opportunities for our students will begin to decline. Moreovétistbudget is very dependent on

increases on offsets and reductions in AEErsonnel costs (i.e. building budgets, bus transportation)
which are not sustainable long tar If the FY17 budget has similanitationsin available revenue, we

will need tomake significant reductions in staffing, includiigssroom teaching positions because there
are no other norpersonnel areas to reduce or offsets to increaSmnservévely, if the same

assumptions for revenues and expenses hold true in FY17 as they do for FY16, we will need to be
reducing our FY17 budget by approximately $900,000.

In conclusion, our district will continue to stay focused on the academic, socialiceralpand

behavioral welbeing of our students. While we are proud of the fact that we are a district that is on
the forefront in many areas, we have many challenges that lie ahead, including educational space needs,
funding for full day kindergarten, aking the transition to a more rigorous curriculum and improving the
social and emotional webeing of our students. The increasing accountability demands on public
education and the needs of our students have increased significantly over the lagtdinseand we

need to identify additional resources and restructure some existing resources so that our teachers and
administrators can continue to do the hard work necessary to improve student learning. We need
resources to create more opportunities fegachers to collaboratively work together to share their

work, and improve their practices, and to provide instructional coaching support so that teachers can
see firsthand what it looks like in the classroom. $hkool Comritee FY16 budget reflects those
priorities.
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This is an exciting, but uncertain time in public education and we have an opportunity to make positive
substantive changes that have not been made since Education Reform was introduced in 1993. Itis
difficult work, but we are up to the challenge of providing the best learning experiences for our
students. We are proud of the work that our teachers and administrators do every day to improve
teaching and learning in our district and | am excited by théesiasm and respectfulness of our
students who arrive to school every day eager to learn. This is a testament to our parents and our
community who value the importance of education and the role that it needs to play in a community.
There is no questiothat a major indicator of the quality of life for everyone in a community can be
YSIF&ddzZNBR o6& (KS ljdz&rtAde 2F AGa aoOKz2z2fa IyR o0& | O
the quality of a school district affects every single person in a contynarid the Town of Reading is no
exception.

We appreciate the support that we have received from the community in the past and we look forward
to working with town officials during this budget process and in providing sustainable funding solutions
for FY16 and beyond.
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Budget Drivers

The FY208.School Committee Budget $41,472,368 an increase d$1,154,3950r 2.86% The
discussiorbelow providesdetails on the major budget drivers based on expeamditcategory. The
majordivSNBE 2 F GKS A gliddgtindude: 12 GKS C, Qm

1 Anincreasen salary expenditures to furelep and cost of living increases for collective
bargaining association members;

1 Anincrease in special education costs combined wilecrease in special education circuit
breaker reimbursement

1 Anincrease in the use of revolving fund offsets to achieveréiwesedFinance Committee
budget guidance 102.7%.

Salary and Other Gupensation

C , @5rhool Comiittee Budget:$35,667,846
C , RAxdopted Budget: $3,989,220

$ Increase: $678,622

The budgetissumes step increases, column chan@éeere applicable)and cost of living adjustments
for allfive collective bargainingnits and cost ofiving adjustments for all neanion employees.The
FYQ26 contractedncreasewas3.0% for teachers and 2.5% for all otherdminingunits. A 3.0% average
cost of living increase for nemnion employees was also factored into the budgkts importantto

note that our nonunion employees do not have salary schedules or classification systems and,
therefore, do not receive step increases or any compensation adjustments beyond the cost of living
increase.77.7% of the increase is to fund increases fillective bargaining unit members.

There are an additional 60 ¢ 9 Qa Q@6/budiek Thes€C ¢ VimRlude; a #8 Literacy Coach &

Math Coach, a Technician (at the elementary lewe@rade 1 Teaches,Board Certified Behavior

Analyst and a Progm Director for our districtwide Student Support and Therapeutic Support Programs.
These positions were funded through a combination of restructuring of existing staff, other non
compensation related expenses and some SchicahsformationGrant funds. These positions do not

add cost increases to the FY16 budget.

It isimportantto note thatsignificantreductions toSubstitute Teacher funding ($137K) and to o
Regular Education Paraeducator staB@&)as well as some smaller chandespedmitigate the overall
increase in Salary and Oth&éompensation. Theseductiorsto expenses were necessary to achieve the
revisedFinance Committee budget guidance of%.

Contract Services

C , €5xhool Committe®udget: 4,186,785
C , XAxopted Budget: $,397,946

$ Decrease$211,161

In this category of expenditures, there are several signifidacteased y LJ- NI A Odzf | Nl £ Ay S
The mat significantdecreasesnclude: special education legal services reflagtcurrent FY1%rends,
special education consultation serviahsge to restructuring and additional of district staffing,
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elimination of all noamandated busing and the elimination of grant writing servicésesedecreases
will allow us to move forwaréh key areas.

Materials, Supplies, and Equipment
C , @8mhool CommitteBudget: $92144
C ., XAxopted Budget: $08,811

$ Decrease$116,667

Thedecreaseén this category is due tprimarily a $76,000 reduction in the perpilamounts allocated

to each building Principal for the purchase of materials, supplies and other classroom equipment or
ySSRao ¢tKA&d NBRdAzOGAZ2Y 61 & ySOSaalNER (2 KStfLI I OKA
Some of this per pupil funding ($B00) is being used to restore technology replenishment back te pre

FY15 levelsThisper pupilfunding would need to be restored in FY17.

Other Expenses

C , €5xhool Committe®udget: $1,235,019
C , RAdopted Budget: $312044

$ Decrease$77,025

Decreasefn this category stem frora significant reduction in Professional Development funding to
support the new Math and Literacy Coaching positions previously mentidneitie area of software
licensing and supporgdditional funding was needed for ouenewal ofMicrosoft 365. An dditional
$50,000 wasllocated to network hardwareo be able to fund equipment replacement for equipment
that is currently beyond the warranty period.

Special Education Tuition & Transportah
C , @5ahool Committe®udget: #,038269

C , XAxopted Budget: $,724,795

$ Increase$313,471

Special education tuition andansportation are one of twexpenditure categoriethat are treated as

GF O02YY2RGE6SRY O2dzNJ Ydzy AOA LI f 0dzZRISG RdzS G2 GKS dzy
these expensesWe are anticipating a reduction toition expenses for privatessidentialtuitions but

an increase in expenses for public collaborative and prigatauitions. The net increase in tuition due

to these known or anticipated placement changes35,$36 We have five students that will agerut

during FY16 and one student that has moved from the district. These factors contributed to the overall
modest increas in tuition and a modest increase in our anticipated transportation expehrsaddition,

GKS 2FFaSitd FTNRY (GKS adriasSQa aLISOAFE SRdzOFGA2y NBA
significantlyf 2 6 SNJ6A K ¢, Fyi @ BSwoudt LERaiin the budget is the amount granted to

dza A% Tiata@ountviif 0SS OF NNA SBD T 20NGS NRY 2Adgylii2 AGy, M2 6 SNJ 6 S
C . 4xhlim amount was lower du® less students qualifying for the threshold@’he net result is

$233,410less in offset than the current year.

Energy & Utilities

C , €5xhool Committe®udget:$1,152,789
C , XAdopted Budget$1,123427
$Increase$47,324
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last several years, we have seen continued and often substantial savings in this area of the budget as a

result of energy conservation measures, favorable weather trends, and favorable natural gas gricing

C ., Rtiais budget area is decreasing once agdire to a continued downward trend inergy

consumption that we have been seeing over the last two years

Theconsumptiondecreases compredominantlyin the area of natural gaand electricity Our natural

gas pricing remains very low due to a competitive contract that extends through June of\2@l180

anticipate that our natural gas pricing will increase in the nextcontrtack S C, Qmp 06dzRISG Ay C
increase tcelectricityrates and the=Y16 budget has been adjusted to updated rates provided by

Reading Municipal Light DepartmentWhile we are not anticipating a considerable change in

consumption, we have seen a decrease at the Haifto& which has caused us tceraluate the

consumpt?2 Yy  F A 3dzNBE  dzLIB judgéthshadéd. 2 dzNJ C, Qm

Grant and Revenu®©ffsets

C , €5xhool Committe®udget:$2,600,485
C , EAxdopted Budget$2, 138,270
$Increase$462,215

The district utilizes revenue from a variety of soes to offset its expenses. These revesoarces
includethe METCO grant, kindergarten tuitiopreschootluition, tuition for special educatiostudents
from other school districts attending our schools, athletic and extracurricular user fees, buddiad)
income,and extended day program revenugCircuit breaker is another offset to the budget but is
discussedn the special ducationtuition and ransportation section as it is included as part of that
accommodated cost).

Revenue offsets from kimdgarten tuitionwas increased by $50,000 due to increased full day
SYNRtfYSYyilo ¢KS {dzZLISNAY(iSYyRSyiQa C, Qmc wSO2YYSYyR
extracurricular user fees to offset the increased cost of living adjustments in coacheslaisdr

stipends since 20120. Ththletic and extracurricularevenue offset was increased by $60,000 based

on the anticipated increase in user fee revendde evenue offset for irdistrict special education

tuition was increasetby $247215to suppat the studentsfrom other districtsthat will beattending our
programsnext year Revenue from thpreschoolprogram is increased by3$,000due to increasing

participation The revenue offset for buildingntal income remains at $200,000he revene offset

for extended day programs was increased B9,800. TheMETCO grant offsetasincreasedy

$25,000
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Reading Public Schools Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes

Vision

It is the vision of the Reading Public Schools to instill afj@aning by inspiring, engaging and

supporting our youth to become the innovative leaders of tomorrow. We will accomplish our vision by
focusing on a few key strategic initiatives that lead to a meaningful and relevant curriculum, innovative
instructioral practices, strong analysis and thoughtful dialogue about evidence, a collaborative and team
approach to learning and teaching, and a safe and nurturing learning environment. The overall physical
and behavioral welbeing of our children will be our topriority as students will not learn if they are not
physically and psychologically safe. Education will truly be the shared responsibility of both the schools
and the community, with families playing active roles in the schools and being full partregrsurng

the success of their children. In the interest of the entire Reading community, the school district and
town government shall work cooperatively and collaboratively. As educators and members of our
community, we believe that implementing this iais is our ethical responsibility to the children of the

Town of Reading.

Theory of Action

If the Reading Public School District strategically allocates its human and financial resources to support
high quality teaching, a commitment to the academic, alpeind emotional needs of our students, the
hiring and support of effective staff, and measurements of school performance and differentiated
support, then students will make effective progress and be appropriately challenged, graduating from
high schooleady for college, career, and life as contributing citizens in a global society.

Strategic Objectives
The Reading Public Schools Strategic Objectives forZDintlude:

1. Learning and Teachifigeepen and refine our focus on the instructional core tat tieacademic,
social, and emotional needs of each child.

2. Performance ManagemesBuild a system that measures school performance and differentiates
support based on need and growth.

3. Investment and Developmer@ompete for, support, recruit, and retain, t@bent while creating
leadership opportunities and building capacity within our staff.

4. Resource Allocaticimprove the alignment of human and financial resources to achieve strategic
objectives.

Strategic Initiatives

1. Implement the Massachusetts Cauium Frameworks for Mathematics and Literacy, which includes
updated interactive curriculum maps, meaningful and relevant assessments, and strong instructional
practices throughout all classrooms.

Develop and pilot common assessments in all areas

Transition to the PARCC assessment

Improve state assessment scores in all areas

Develop and implement a system of parent education and engagement around core curriculum
frameworks

ooop
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2. Develop and implement a plan to address the academic, socigmotional needs of all students
by implementing the MultiTiered System of Support.

a. Improve safety protocols and procedures
b. Increase tiered interventions based on data

3. Improve the Reading Educator Evaluation Process and other staff evalugtems

a. Develop and implement the use of student surveys
b. Develop and implement the use of staff surveys

4. Improve the use of professional time, communication, and resources to support staff

a. Redesign the use of professional development tim®tgh professional learning communities
b. Develop a communications plan for the district

5. Develop and implement a long range plan for expanding early childhood education

Budget Process and Timeline

Theprocess used to develop tHeY206 School Committe Budgetis designed to maximize

LI NOAOALI GA2y o0& {(Seé aitl(1SK2ft RSNA® ¢tKAa &SI NRa

administrators, staff, and community members on budget priorities. This process began in October and

continues throughout the budget process including budget presentations to the School Committee and
deliberations by the Committee during the month of January.

The budget process begins with the analysis of enrollment and performance data; the developmhent an
refinement of district, school, and educator goals based on the needs of students and performance

gaps; and the identification of resources needed to achieve effective progress towards those goals and

objectives. This process begins at the start ofdtigool year and is completed by the end of October.

In early October, as part of the budget process, the town convenes its annual Financial Forum, a joint
meeting of the elected and appointed Boards and Committees. At this time, the town establishes its
NBEZSydzS LINP2SOGA2Y Fa ¢Stf | &whidhare tBedixed aostsicS 2 F
which available revenues are first allocatefihese costs include employee and retiree health insurance,
debt service, energy and utility expense, and@akeducation tuition and transportation expenses.
These expenses are subtracted from available revenues and the remaining revenues are allocated to
municipal and school budgets based on a historical ratio. Last yeaig&percent of the net reveue

was allocated for the school department budgéit the October28, 2014 Financial Forunthe
proposedincrease in general fund revenue allocated to the school departrfee nonraccommodated
costs wa®.5% or an increase &1,032,07Q This was subseggntly revised to 2.7% (and an adjustment
to accommodatedosts) for a total increase of $1,154,395 or 2.86%.

During the next step of the budget process which occurs in early teNmicdmber, theDirector of
Finance and Operatiortistributes budget develbment guidelines, instructions, and forms to district
and school administrators. Department and school budget requests are then submitted to the Finance

Office by the end of November. Throughout November and December, the Superintendent reviews the
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budget requests as well as the programmatic and financial implications of these requests taken as a
whole. By late December, the Superintendent determines the size and scope of the budget.

In early January, thBchool Committe®udget is submitted to the School Committee for consideration.
During the month of January, the Superintendent &icector of Finance and Operatignesent the
program budgets to the School Committee for review and deliberation. The School Comntitexe ei
requests changes to the budget or adopts the budget as proposed. Once adopted by the School
Committee, the budget is then delivered to the Town Manager who, in accordance with Town Chatrter,
must submit a balanced budget to the Finance Committee muzey.

During the month of March, the Finance Committee reviews the budgets of each municipal department,
including the School Department. The School Committee, Superintendeniseador of Finance and
Operationgpresent and defend their budget regseto the Finance Committee in late March. The
Finance Committee takes a vote on each departmental budget. It is the responsibility of the Finance
Committee to make recommendations to Town Meeting on each departmental request.

G wSHFRAYIAQaASSYNYAI #RBYK O2YYSyOSa Ay 1 GS ! LINRf
presented to Town Meeting fdts review and approval. Once app®R> G KS { OK2216 5SLJ NI
General Fund Appropriation is set and is implemented for the fiscal year beginningych, 20%.

FiguredY 16 Budget Calendar

Town Meeting Warrant Closes September 3
C,Mp ¢ Hp [/ FLRAGEHE tfly (G2 CAYylyOS [ 2YYAi i SSéptember8
Financial Forum | October 8

Budget Preparation information sent to all administrators and MUNIS budget training Mid-October

Budget input meetings with staff hOi26SNJ Hn ¢
Budget Parents Identified October
Principals present goals and budgetary needs hOli26SNJ mp ¢
Financial Forum | October 28
Building/department budget requests submitted to Central Office November 1

Town Meeting November 10
Superintendent Reviews building/department requests and performance goals b2@3SY0SNI Mg b4
Superintendent holds community forums to discuss budget priorities b23SY06SNI MH ¢
Budget Parent meetings Late November through Januany
Finalize FY16 Salary Projections December 1

Budget development deliberations undertaken by Administration December
{dZASNAYiSYyRSyi(iQa . dzRISG CAyl f Al SR December 30
Budget document distributed January 2

School Committee questions submitted in preparation for deliberations January 7

Budget overview presented to School Committee January 8, 12
Budget (cost center) presentations and deliberations by School Committee January 15, 22
Financial Forum IlI January 21

Open Public Hearing on Budget January 26
{OK22f [ 2YYAGGSS ©020S 2y {dzZISNAYISYRSyY (i Qad Jauay2$ (i
School Committee Budget forwarded to Finance Committee and Town Manager February 4

School Committee meets with Finance Committee March 11

School Budget voted at Annual Town Meeting April 27, May 4, or May 7
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Information Overview

District Enrollment and Student Demographics

School districts in Massachusetts are required to report student enrollment and demographic data to

the Massahusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MA DESE) three times per
year: October 1, March 1, and Year End. The October 1 figures are used to evaluate staffing needs and
patterns for theSchool CommitteBudget each year. The enrollmenbjections usedvere developed

usingl KS & 02 K2 NIi ahizNJ® haged 6n a Yatolpktig Rumber of students in a grade in one
year to the number of students in that grade in the prior year. Kindergarten projections are based on

the number of lie births reported by the Massachusetts Department of Public Health.

Figure5: Historical and Projected Enroliment by Grade Level

Enroliment History & Projection
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Districtwide enrollment for{ , Q5416 isiprojected to increasby 119students, from 4,87 to 4,515.

While enrollment at the elementary school dropped this yeafd bgtudentsthe middle school

enrollment increased by 54 studentshelprojection showglementaryenrollmentfor next year

rebounding tonearly its highest level in the last 5 yeaan,increase 0108students Middle school

enrollment isprojected todecreased @ pn &G dzRSy G a | & eighti@adercadddssfiai & S NI
high schoal High School enroliment is projecteditcrease by 53tudentsnext year While

historicdly, anywhere fromi% to 13%ef eighth grade students do not move on to Reading Memorial

High Schoglthe enroliment numbers shown above do not include any adjustment foattrision.

The Reading Public Schools provides special education serviaglite students ages three to twenty

two years of age deemed eligible through the special education team evaluation process. Eligibility is
oFaSR 2y I RSOSNXAYIGA2Y (GKFIG GKS OKAfR KF& | | dz
achieveeffective progress in the regular education program without special accommodations.
LYAGNHzOGAZ2Y It 2N 20KSNJ I O02YY 2RI (AénwdgrdmNIBP).2 dzif Ay S
Figure 6shows historical data regarding the number of studenthiiP$9ased on October 1
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enrollment data As this table indicates, the number of students receiving special education services has
increased by.5% between last school year and this school yeat the total number of students is the

third highest in tle last decade This increase df2 students has contributed to the additional demands

on our special education staff.

Figure6: Special Education Enrollment Trends

Academic Total el % of G # of Students
Students Students .
Year Enrollment Students . Out of District;
on |[EP Statewide

2005-06 4282 694 16.0 16.4 73
""" 2006-07 4332 707 16.1 167 | 67
2007-08 4416 753 16.8 16.9 73
2008-09 4428 771 17.2 17.1 63
2009-10 4392 758 17.0 17.0 59
2010-11 4509 734 16.3 17.0 51
2011-12 4447 768 16.9 17.0 64
2012-13 4483 737 17.3 17.0 64
2013-14 4432 767 16.9 17.0 50
2014-15 4414 809 17.3 17.1 61

Figure7 shows the enroliment for our high needs populatjas defined by the Massachusetts DESE.
What is apparent from the table below is that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily
rising over the last several yeard/e saw an increase of 42% or 101 students that meet the federal
incomeguideinesfor Free Lunch.

Figure7: Enrollment History for Other High Needs Populations

Academic First Lanquage Nd L'm'teq Engllsh Low-Income Free Lunch Reduced Lunch
Year English Proficient

# % # % # % # % # %
2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1
2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0
2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1
2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2
2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2
2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 5.7 204 4.6 50 1.1
2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1
2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2
2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3

Class Size

The Reading School Committeed Reading Public Schoolsrdd have a policy that mandates class
size. However, at the elementargiel, the district conforms to a recommendethss sizef 18 t022 in
grades K2, and20 to 25 in grades %. As Figuré shows mostelementary schools are withilese
rangeswith the exception okindergarten at Joshua Eaton and Grade 5 at Joshua E&to additional
Grade 1 teacher for Joshua Eaton is being recommended in theS€Yia6] Committe®udget.
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Figure8: Average Class Size by Grade and Scfgfidd-15 School Year)

School Grade K| Grade 1| Grade 2| Grade 3| Grade 4| Grade 5| Grade 6| Grade 7| Grade 8| Grade 9| Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12

Barrows 19.3 20.3 17.7 20.7 21.0 20.0
Birch Meadow 20.3 21.3 19.0 23.7 22.0 22.7
Joshua Eaton| 24.5 20.3 20.3 22.3 22.8 25.3
Killam 22.0 17.5 20.0 18.8 21.8 20.7
Wood End 19.3 21.5 21.5 22.0 20.0 21.3
Coolidge 26.7 26.2 26.5
Parker 24.5 23.6 26.0
High School 18.1 20.4 21.5 19.8
Average 21.1 20.2 19.7 21.5 21.5 22.0 25.6 24.9 26.3 18.1 204 21.5 19.8

Middle schml class size idealshould bebetween 20 and 26tudents As Figure3 shows, middle school
class sizesra all essentially within the ideal range Parker Middle School, but slightly higher at
Coolidge Middle School.

At the High School leved, | @35 3déhass size is more difficult to determine and assess given the various
types of programs offered (college prep, strong college prep, honors, and advanced placement) and the
number of courses taught, both required and electiVidne average class sizdwwn in Figur® above

are for required classes at each grade level. As this figure shows, average class sizes are much improved
2 @S NJ {13 cue to therinvestment in additional teaching staff made in the FY2014 budget.

With respect to class sizas the different levels, the High Schaiins to keep its college prep courses

below 20 students given that these classes are usuadise homogeneouslgrouped, cataught classes

with a higher percentage of special education studems Figur® below $ows, the investment of
FRRAGAZ2YIFE (S OKSNJ NBaz2dzNDSa ad GKS 1 A3K { OK22f A
the class size for the college prep course level. In the current schapklyeaverage class sizes in

college prep coursare all below 20 students. In contrast, last yearhinds of the sections had

average class sizes at or in excess of 20 for the college prep courses.

Figure9: SY'204-15 High School Class Size

College Prep Strong College Prep Honors AP
Grade 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
Subject
English 11.0 14.0 13.3 16.5 20.0 23.2 22.4 22.4 19.6 21.4 23.8 26.0 13.0
Math 12.4 15.4 18.8 20.7 22.9 26.2 21.7 26.0 21.8 23.0 27.0 18.3
Science 13.3 17.5 16.4 14.5 16.7 23.0 23.2 10.7 19.7 24.0 25.0 19.7 17.5
Social Studieg 14.0 16.0 19.5 18.7 21.8 21.5 25.0 23.6 24.7 16.0
Average 12.7 15.7 17.0 15.5 19.0 22.7 23.3 18.3 22.6 22.7 24.1 24.2 16.2
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Personnel Resources

Eduation is, by its very nature, a very staff dependent operation. The total number of staff as well as
the allocation of staff resources is determined annually baseénrollment projections andhifts as

well as student needs and services required to mhese needs. As a resud% of our district

operating budgets used for employee compensatiamichis not atypical of school districts in the state
oracrossthecountry{ G F FFAYy 3 A& YSI adzZNBR A,WhicB dzéirfived@atpY S 9 Ij dzA G|
dividing the number of hours that an individual works by the base number of hours for the particular
position. For example, paraprofessionals and teachers base hours are 35 per week, while custodians
g2N] nn K2 dzNE2014$Ne hvS7.OFTE émployges Working for Reading Public
Schools. This figure is permanent employees only and does not include substitutes or other temporary
employees or stipend position©f this amount556.80 are funded from the general fund budget while
145 are funded from grants.

Figurel0: Current and Projected Staffing Levels

Budget | Budgeted | Actual Actual Budgeted Budgeted

FY12 | FY13| FY14 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY16 FY16

FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary
Administration 9.3 9.1 9.1 91 790,296 9.1 741,156 91 767,53
Regular Education] 342§ 346.3 355. 357.0 23,116,513 356.5 22,984,43p 354.6 24,221,42
Special Education 119.4 132 139.0 145.7 6,388,199 149.9 6,535,875 151.6 6,954,20
Health Services 9.5 9.2 9.3 9.3 546,433 9.8 559,837 93 594,75
Athletics 1.2 15 1% 15 93,582 15 96,234 15 100,03
Extracurricular 0.8 0.3 0.8 0,3 26,718 0.8 26,717 0J3 27,5
District Technology 4.4 5.9 5.4 54 308,886 5.4 319,921 6J1 365,372
Facilities 25.0 24.% 24.6 2416 1,178,178 25.0 1,159,875 25.p 1,206,63
Grant Funded 20.8 16.1 14.1 135 939,110 14.5 964,666 14.p 1,054,44
Grand Total 532.§ 5453 558.2 566.2 33,387,835 571.83 33,388,71p 571.p 35,291,87

¢ KS 6Gyp€rimtendents Recommend@&iidget includesunding for an additiona6.0C ¢ 9 Q&4 FNR Y
O dzNNEB ysiaffir@ Jewelavhich is offset by a workforce reduction 485FTE for a ndhcreaseof .15

FTE These adjustments are summarized belowK S A y O NEB |5 BuSgetéd\sRifiing IBvelQim

higher at5.1C ¢ dl@dopositionsbeingRRSR A Ay O0S (KS ShiRglLIhd dyfcedf T (1 KS C
TdzyRAy3 ySSRSR (12 & dzEladtdkiovedsivihgsdronianpldyeed ehy lafttiey C. Qm
RAAGNRAOG 0 304k T RSYRB NBT NS LR /OB R o6& f Sasal58wellSy args
as better than anticipated federal grant awards.

The6.0C¢ 9 Qa GKI (G I NIBinduBel. . aE Hoil IGsRuctBrgalNGoache<¥or Math and

Literacy as well as a 1.0 FTE Grade 1 Teacher and a 1.0 FTE Technician for the elementary level schools.
In addition there is an identified need forled FTEProgram Director to oversee the Student Support
Programand the Therapeutic Support Program. The other 1.0 FTE is to hire a Board Certified Behavior
Analyst (BCBA). Itis important to note that all of these incremental positions are funded through

budget restructuring efforts. The 1.0 FTE reduction in giamded positions are the Title | tutors. A
determination on positions will be made based on FY16 Title | grant award and district needs.
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Regular Education

Elementary Teaches 1.00 Additional Grade 1 Teacher
Para Educators (3.85) Reduction in hours

School Psychologist (1.00) Restructuring

Instructional Coaches 2.00 Restructuring

Special Education
Board Certified Behavior Analyst 1.00 Restructuring

SSP/TSP Program Director 1.00 Restructuring
Districtwide
Technology Technician 1.00 Restructuring
Grant Funded
Tutor (1.00) Needs to be determined
Net Adjustment 0.15

Student Achievement

Reading Public Schools has a strong record of performance, not just in academics, betiocsathd
extracurricular activities as well. There are a number of indicators or benchmarks that are traditionally
used to measure the performance of district. These inclpgidormance on the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) cli@aStic Aptitude Tests (SAT), American College
Testing (ACT), and Advanced Placement exams.

One way to measure student success is to compare the MCAS performance over a time of a given cohort
of students. The figures below show MCAS performance bguirent graduating class (Class of 201
in English Language Arts, Mathematiasd Science & Technology in Grades 4, 6, 7, 8, and 10.

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Page32



Figurell: English Language Arts MCAS Performance History, Class Bf 201
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Figurel2: Mathematics MCAS Performance History, Class of5201
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Figurel3: Science & Technology MCAS Performance History, Class 6f 201
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As you can see from the figures above, student performance improves qaiteatically between
Grade5 and Grade 10 for these current students. The percent of students scoring advanced or
proficient increased fron75% to %% in ELA and froB8% t092% in Mathematics. Performance in
Science & Technology, which was only admenét three times to this class, increased fr68% to

8%%.

Reading students have had a strong record of performance on college entrance exams. The chart below

compares the scores of Reading students to the state average for the four most recent y¢aastshia
available through the MA DESE.

Figurel4: Scholastic Aptitude Test Results, Reading versus State
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An overwhelming majority of Reading High School graduates continue their formal education at two or
four-year collegesHistorically, between 87% and ®2of all graduates continue ¢o higher education

The figure below shows the historical data on placement choices for graduating seniors.

Figurel5: High School Graduate College AttendariRates

4-Year Percent to Percent to
Number of ) Total Percent
Graduates Graduation 4-Year 2-Year & onGnuing
Rate Colleges Colleges
2006 312 95.5 79 11 90
2007 289 89.6 85 7 92
2008 326 94.2 80 9 89
2009 317 93.7 83 8 91
2010 352 86.1 83 7 90
2011 295 95.9 82 5 87
2012 294 96.6 85 7 92
2013 328 96.0 86 7 93
2014 305 95.0 88 6 94

Financial Overview

FY2016 Revenue Sources

There are two main categories of funding available to the District, the general fund and special revenue

Fdzy Ra @ ¢KS ISYSNIf FdzyR O2yaAiada LINAYluldhfoed 27F / K
education. Special remeie funds consist of granti¢luding entitlementcompetitive, and private

grants)and revolving funds where revenues such as kindergarten tuiicschooluition, or building

rental fees are depositedAs the figured St 2 ¢ aK2gazX (KS ¢@duditgdunding OF f 02y

necessary to cover school department accommodated castspjected to increaséZ: A y6a@l, Qwm
contributions from grants and revolving funifereaseby 22.14%
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Figurel6: Municipal Revenue Sources

Projected % Projected %
FY - 2014 FY15 Change FY16 Change
Revenues Sources

Property Taxes b5,774,186 58,337,728 4.6% 61,425,085 5.39
Other Local Revenues 5,652,474 6,072,516 7.4% 6,187,500 1.99
Intergov't Revenues 13,096,149 13,282,318 1.4% 13,614,376 2.59
Chapter 70 10,019,849 10,126,574 1.1% 10,236,574 1.1%
Transfers & Available 4,835,042 3,755,816 -22.3% 3,677,003 -2.19
Free Cash 1,050,000 1,700,000 61.9% 1,700,000 0.09
Total Municipal Revenues 80,407,851 83,148,378 3.4% 86,603,964 4,29

School Revenue Sources
General Fund Revenues 36,624,806 38,306,344 4.6% 38,871,883 1.59
Grant & Revenue Offsets 2,073,881 2,129,105 2.7% 2,600,485 22.19
Total School Revenues 38,698,687 40,435,449 4.5% 41,472,368 2.569

The largest share of revenue comes from local property taxes which, by statute, cannot increase by
more than 2.5% per year. The anticipated increase & is due to new growth in the community. The
second &rgest source of revenue comes from the State Aid receipts, most notably Chapter 70. Chapter
70 funding is determined by first calculating a Foundation Budget amount for each community based on

its enrollment and then comparing that Foundation amountko$ O 2 Y Y dzyffyAtaipayaa |
AyO2YS

determined by itd JS NJ O LJA G |
2.5% increase iBtate Aid. It is also important to note that the Town is utilizing®1,000 of its free

cash reserveand theSchool Committe®udgetincludes a significant increase to Grant and Revenue
OffsetstoK S f LJ & dzLJL&Ogdratiny Busiges., Qm

FY2016 Expenses by Category

0OAft

| y6Rthel Dbl IsIfrédicting nibblektdzS & ®

TheSchool Committe@8udgetis organized into five Cost Centers, representing the high level program
categories that comprise the DistriBudget These include Administration, Regular Day, Special
Education, School Facilities, and Other District Programs which includes Health SAthiegiss,
Extracurricular Activities, and Distrside Technology These cost centers weestablishedas suchoy

a vote of theSchoolCommittee. In accordance with that vote, the Administration is authorized to
transfer funds within any cost centeithe Administration must, however, obtain approval of the
Committee to transfer funds between Cost Centers.

As shown in Figurerbelow, the FY20@School CommitteBudget reflecs an increase 02.86% The
largest dollaincrease to the budget is in the Regular Day Cost Centé# (833 followed by Special
Education (853842). These increases account 8x.8% of the total increase ofl$154,395 The
reasondor these increases at@ghlighted in BudgdDrivers section of this Executive Summary and
described in more detail in the Financial Section of this budget document.
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Figurel7: Expenditures by Cost Center

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Requested

Expended Expended Expended Budget Budget %

Cost Center FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 Changg
Administration 891,443 915,855 932,578 937,583 925,790  -1.39
Regular Day 20,981,467 22,356,036 22,509,037 23,602,764 24,397,647 3.4%
Special Education 9,742,215 9,338,940 9,546,764 11,098,659 11,352,501  2.3%
School Facilities 2,778,769 2,839,872 2,945,373 3,169,319 3,214,176 1.4%
District Wide Programs 1,247,724 1,310,955 1,374,192 1,509,648 1,582,254 4.8%
Grand Total 35,641,618 36,761,657 37,307,945 40,317,973 41,472,368 2.869

As Figure 8 shows, the vast majority of the school departmdadget funds instructional services
comprising 8.0% of the total. This is followed by operations and maintenance (including technology
infrastructure and maintenance) &9%, payments to other districts (essentially aiftdistrict special
educationtuitions) at7.4%, other school services (including therapeutic and health services,
transportation, athletics, and extracurricular activitiesbad%, and district administration at 2.

Figurel8: Allocation of FY'& SchoolCommitteeBudget by Major Function

District Instructional Other School O &M, Payments to Othe
Administration, 2.2% Services?6.0% Services, 5. 40/\ 8.% Dlstrlcts 7.4%
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FY2016 Revenue and Expense Budget Projection

¢tKS ¢26y 2F wSIRAYIQa 0dzRIASHAY3I YSGK2R2f 238 0S3AY
sources in the subsequent year. That revenue projection is typiadlydoon historical trends in the

various revenue sources. Once the revenue budget is established, which generally happens in late
hOG26SNE GKS ySEG adSLI Aa G2 RSGESN¥YAYS GKS a4l 002Y
officials believe mudbe funded ahead of any other expense of any municipal department. These
accommodated costs include items such as health insurance costs, debt service expense, energy and

utility costs, and special education tuition and transportation for out of distilimtgments.

The accommodated costs are then subtracted from the available revenues, and the remaining revenues

are divided between municipal government and school department based on historical ratios. Available
revenue to the school department is, theimet combination of the funds allocated for the school
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for accommodated costs.
Figurel9: Revenue and Expense Projections artbéation
Recent Projected % Projected %
FY'14 FY15 Change FY16 Change
Revenue Sources
Property Taxes 55,774,186 58,337,728 4.6% 61,425,085 5.29%
Other Local Revenues 5,652,474 6,072,516 7.4% 6,187,500  1.89%
Intergovernmental Revenues 13,096,149 13,282,318 1.4% 13,614,376  2.50%
Chapter 70 10,019,849 10,126,574 1.1%9% 10,236,574 1.09%
Transfers & Available 4,834,942 3,755,816 -22.3% 3,677,003 -2.109
Free Cash 1,050,000 1,700,000 61.9% 1,700,000  0.00%
Total Revenues 80,407,751 83,148,378 3.4% 86,603,964 4.16%
Accommodated Costs
Benefits 13,515,050 14,116,590 4.5% 15,073,243  6.78%
Capital 2,355,500 2,308,000 -2.0% 2,200,000 -4.689
Debt 3,970,500 3,222,730 -18.8% 4,538,687 40.839
Energy 1,938,945 1,898,465 -2.1% 2,004,794  5.60%
Financial 750,000 775,000 3.3% 810,000  4.52%
Special Education 3,598,098 3,858,194 7.2% 4,025,000 4.32%
Vocational Education 371,250 467,000 25.8% 490,350  5.00%
Miscellaneous 2,957,750 4,933,913 66.8% 3,013,986 -38.919
Total Accommodated Costs 29,457,093 31,579,892 7.2% 32,156,060 1.82%
Revenue to Operating Budgets
Municipal Government (32.13%) 15,423,120 16,240,552 5.3% 16,930,235  4.25%
School Department (66.96%) 33,947,993 35,421,173 4.3% 36,294,578  2.47%
Town Facilities (0.9%) 410,962 425,346 3.5% 435,980 2.50%
School Expenses (Non-Accommodated)
Salary and Other Compensation 32,498,901 33,981,500 4.6% 35,667,846  4.96%
Contract Services 1,292,768 1,298,485 0.4% 1,186,785 -8.609
Materials, Supplies & Equipment 886,126 904,497 2.1% 792,144 -12.429
Other Expenses 1,344,079 1,365,796 1.6% 1,248,288 -8.609
Revenue Offsets (2,073,881) (2,129,105) 2.7% (2,600,485) 22.149
School Expenses (Non-Accommodated) 33,947,993 35,421,173 4.3% 36,294,578  2.47%
School Expenses (Accommodated)
Special Education 4,780,978 5,044,442 5.5% 4,977,837 -1.32%
Circuit Breaker (1,196,628) (1,186,247) -0.9% (952,837) -19.689
Energy & Utilities 1,166,344 1,156,081 -0.9% 1,152,790 -0.289
School Expenses (Accommodated) 4,750,694 5,014,276 5.5% 5177,790 3.26%
School Committee's Budget 38,701,365 40,317,973 4.2% 41,472,368  2.86%
Total Revenue 38,698,687 40,435,449 4.5% 41,472,368 2.56%
Total Expense 38,698,687 40,435,449 4.5% 41,472,368  2.56%
Excess of Revenue Over (Under) E; - - -
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As Figure9a K 2 ¢ 4 = 6 8dhddl CGmniie8udgetmeets the guidance provided by the Finance
Committee To reach a level service FY16 budget, we would require an additional $849,620.

Next Steps and Contad¢hformation

¢ KS Gch@Mmmmitte®udget will be presented on the following dates:

A Thursday, January 8 (Overview, Administrat@wst Centér

A Monday, January 12 (Regular Day &petcial EducatioBost Centeds

A ThursdayJanwary 15 (District Wide Services afidwn/School Facilitie§ost Centens
A Thursday, JanuarysZPublic Hearing, Questions)

A Monday, January@(School Committee Vote)

When the School Committee votes in late January on the budget, it will become thel Edmmittee

budget, which is then presented to the Town Manager. The Town Manager then presents a full Town

budget to the Finance Committee which is within the available revenues for the Town. The School

Committee budget will be presented in March teetFinance Committee of the Town who votes

whether to refer the budget as is to Town Meeting or refer with changes. Town Meeting then has final

F LILINR @1 f | dziK2NRGE D . @ adrddziSz ¢2¢6y aSSiAiay3a Oly
budget. It may vote to increase or reduce the total dollar value, but it cannot specify the line item to

which the increase or decrease is to be made.

Once the School Committee votes on the budget, the timeline for the next steps in the budget
development procss is summarized below.

Financial Forum January 21, 2015
C,Qmc {OK22f /2YYAUGSS . dzZRISH MamBIE®YG I GA2Yy (2 CAY
Annual Town Meeting April 28, May 1, May 5, 2015

Copies of the budget document are available at theo®fif the Superintendent, the Reading Town

[ AOGNI NBEX GKS YIFAYy 2FFAOS 2F SIFOK &a0OKz22tz YR 2y
www.reading.k12.ma.usFor additional information or clarification, please firek to contact the

Central Office Administration for assistance.

Dr. John F. Doherty Martha J. Sybert

Superintendent of Schools Director of Finance & Operations
781-944-5800 781-670-2880
Jadn.doherty@reading.k12.ma.us Martha.Sybert@reading.k12.ma.us
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Town of Reading
a o The Town of Readingin Middlesex County,
A Massachusetts, United States, some 10 milés (1
4 km) north of central BostanReadingvas
ENGECBAN Vo | incorporated on June 10, 1644 taking its name
| Lynfield from the townof Reading in England. Reading
ST I encompasses 9.9 square miles and is located
' ¢ __...r approximately 12 miles North of Boston with easy
(' access to major routes inading 125/195, 193 and
+ routes 28 and 129. In addition, commuter rail and
J# o s us service is available in Reading. The Town of
Woburn Stoneham ‘ 2 } Reading has Representativdown Meeting form
\\ ke of government Town MeetingAis chprised of 24 o
' ' YSYOSNER TNRBRY SI Optecidcs wSI| RAY =
A for a total of 192 members. Reading also hés a
member Board of Selectmen and a Town Manager.

7
¢

Burkngton =/ Wakefield )

\
5 . W Melrose \
Winchester

There are eight schools in the Reading Public Schools: Reading Memorial High School-{jade¥/9
Coolidge Middle School (grade8hW.S.Parker Middle School (gradesdj, and five elementary
schools (grades-K): AliceBarrows, Birch Meadow, Joshua Eatow. Killam and Wood End. Reading
also has the RISE Bchoolprogram an integratedpreschoo] with classrooralocated at Reading
Memorial High Schodals well as the Wood End Elementary School

As of October 1, 2014, the enrollment at our schools is:

RISE Pre-School (grades Pre-K) 95
Alice Barrows Elementary School (grades K-5) 359
Birch Meadow Elementary School (grades K-5) 387
Joshua Eaton Elementary School (grades K-5) 471
J. Warren Killam Elementary School (grades K - 5) 440
Wood End Elementary School (grades K - 5) 335
A.W. Coolidge Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 476
Walter S. Parker Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 593
Reading Memorial High School (grades 9 - 12) 1251
Total Enroliment 4407

Readingparticipatesin the Metropolitan Council for educational Opportunity EMCO), a voluntary
desegregation program kich brings approximatelyb/istudents, grades K2, from Bostona Readhg.
Reading is also one of ten member districts of the SEEM Collaborative and one of eighteen member
districts of theNorth Shore Education Consortiurthrough these collaboratives, Reading Public Schools
is able to partner with other districts in theea to provide special education as well as professional
development and other services to our students and staff at a lower cost than a single district alone
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could secure the same services. Reading Public Schools is also a member of The Educaticati@»llabo
(TEC). To reduce costs, Reading Public Schools utilizes the TEC collaborative bid process for school and
custodial supplies. Through this collaborative purchasing arrangement, Reading Public Schools is able to
purchase items at a reduced cost.

Organization Structure

School Committee

The Reading School Committee consists of six members electbd fgters of Reading for thregear
GSN¥Yao 9FOK &@SIFNE (G662 YSYOSNEQ Gefedtivh. P cuggehtT A OS
membership anddrms of the Reading School Committee are as follows:

Christopher Caruso, Vice Chairperson, Term Expires 2015

Charles RobinsoN,ice Chairperson, Term Expires 2016

Jeanne Brawski, Term Expires 2017

Linda Snow Dockser, Term Expires 2017

Gary Nihan, Ten Expires 2015 (orgear appointment to fill vacancy left by Harold Croft)
Elaine Webb, Term Expires 2015 (gmar appointment to fill vacancy left by Rob Spadafora)

Under Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 70, the School Committee has the powaent anskle
terminate the Superintendent, review and approve the budget, and establish the educational goals and
policies for the schools in the district consistent with the requirements of law and statewide goals and
standards established by the Board ofiEation.

District Administration

The District is led by the Superintendent of Schools, the Central Office Leadership Team, District
Leadership Team, and Administrative Council. The Central Office Leadership Team iheludes t
Superintendent of School8ssistant Superintendent for Learning and Teaching, Director of Finance and
Operations and the Director of Student Services. The District Leadership Team includes the Central
Office Leadership Team as well as the eight building principals. The Admires@atincil includes the
District Leadership Team as well as all Assistant Principals, Special Education Team Chairs, RISE
Preschool Director, Human Resources Administrator, District Administrator of Support Services and
Department Directors (Facilities, @ Services, and Health Services).

The Superintendent is the supervisor and evaluator of all District Level Administrators and Building
Principals. Each District Level Administrator is responsible for a number of different departments and
functional area of district operations. Principals, under the 1993 Education Reform Act, are the
supervisors and evaluators of all building based staff including professional and support staff
(paraprofessionals, clerical, custodial, food servicége district alsemploys one Network Manager

who supervises and evaluateschnology support staff that @istrict, not buildingbased.

Figure20 provides an overview of the organizational structure of the district.
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Figure20: District Orgarzational Chart
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District Partnerships

Reading Public Schools are part of a larger community that believes in collaboration for the purpose of
benefiting the children of Reading Public Schools. We are fortunate to have many important partners
who enrichthe lives of our students through their contributions of resourgdsmth financial and

volunteer time.

Town of Reading
CKS YdzyAOALI £ 3A2@SNYYSyYyild 2F (GKS ¢246Yy
important partner. Of course we share in the tax revenues that
representthe voter® O2 Y YA (Y Sy (i elithtvaluedj dzl £ A (@
education, public service, and community engagement. We also share

many resources and collaborate to efficiently manage the operations of
the community.

27
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Reading Education Foundation
TheReading Education Foundation is a volunteer organization of
Reading residents working in partnership with the Superintendent of
Schools ad Reading Public Schools. ritission is to support innovation
and excellence within the Reading Public Schoolsibingaand
providing private money to funthitiatives that are beyond the reach of
public funds.

ParentTeacher Organizations
Each of our schools is fortunate to have a PTO comprised of parent
volunteers who support teachers in each building. This suppoludes
parent education, teacher appreciation events, mobilization of
classroom and school level volunteers, and funding for technology,
enrichment, and other special programs.

ParentBooster Organizations
Reading Public Schools are supported bigaificant number of parent
booster organizations comprised of parent volunteers who raise,
contribute, and dispense funds for the benefit of specific extracurricular
activities including athletic teams, academic teams, and fine and
performing arts.

Distri ct Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes

Reading Public Schools Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes was developed based on
information gathered by the Superintendent from extensive staff, parent, school community, and

general community ingt, as well as input from the Administrative Council and the School Committee.

¢KS {dNFXGS3IAO LYAGAFrGA@®SaAa INB it FfA3ySR (G2 GKS
refined each year based on progress, input, and reflection. Below arBi#tricttmprovement Goals

T2NJ {-16QH MmN

District Improvement Plan Goal 1Over the next two years, the Reading Public Schools will support
Central Office administrators and building principals so that they are able to work with teachers to
improvecurriculum alignment, instructional strategietudent support and assessment methods in
Literacy, Mathematics, and College and Career Readiness Skills. The overall outcome will be that all
students will demonstrate an increased growth and level of pemfince in their understanding of math
and literacy Massachusetts Curriculum Framework standards, as measured by locally determined
measures and state assessment scores.

Strategic Objectives Addresseldearning and Teaching, Performance Managememnestment and
Development

Action Steps:
1 Develop and implement Professional Learning Community Structures at each level
1  Work with the Northeast District and School Assessment Center (DSAC), to develop a strategy
and plan to move our district out of Levea8countability status.
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Administer Conditions of School Effectiveness Survey to parents and staff

Appoint a School Wide Task Force for Joshua Eaton, led by the Assistant Superintendent and

consisting of parents, teachers, and administrators that will sserthe Joshua Eaton School

Improvement process.

9 Each school council will use the data from the CSE to develop shorter, more focused surveys
around key areas to strengthen. In addition, principals may hold forums to present and discuss
the data further. As a result of the information gathered from surveys and forums, each
building principal will work with their school councils to revise their current school improvement
plans to reflect the survey results and other data.

1 Continue to make transition to Msachusetts Mathematics and Literacy Curriculum
Frameworks by implementing thdath in Focugprogram in K6, redesigning the middle school
and high school math curriculum, and continuing to implement Lucy Caulkins Writing Strategies
in K8.

1 Through the Mui-tiered systems of supports and PLC discussions, academic interventions are
identified for students who are struggling.

1 Complete a thorough analysis of special education services and programs throughout the
district. From the data, a plan will be desiginto improve programs and services. Using the
entry plan process, the Special Education Parents Advisory Council and consultant services, the
Director of Student Services will be conducting an analysis of special education programs and
services throughotithe district.

1 Form an IT District Governance Team of teachers and administrators to set direction for future
technology integration decisions.

1 Implement Years 1 and 2 of District Determined Measures (DDM)

1 Provide ongoing monitoring of key measuresewise action steps, if necessary.

9 Provide ongoing proactive communication to parents and community about different initiatives.

=a =4

District Improvement Plan Goal:2

During the 201416 school years, the Superintendent will lead the District Leadership frea
increasing the learning capacity of all staff, the quality and diversity of professional
development offerings and the effectiveness of the use of-stuaent time with staff and
Professional Learning Communities as measured by staff survey feedhdnkrease in the
opportunities for teachers to act as leaders, and the quality of artifacts and minutes of PLC
meetings. In addition, we will increase the learning capacity of our District Leadership Team by
the effective feedback received by the DLT &ime quality of the artifacts generated from each
DLT meeting/retreat.

Strategic Objectives Addresseldearning and Teachirand Investment and Development

Action Steps:

1 Gather baseline feedback data from the TELL Mass survey which assessedityhefqua
professional development in the district.

9 Identify and train teacher leaders on the skills of facilitative leadership.

1 Train Administrative Council on facilitative leadership using the School Reform Initiative
Network

1 Develop and implement Profs®nal Learning Community Structures at each level which will
focus on the following four questions:
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1 What is it we want our students to learn? What knowledge, skills, and dispositions do
we expect them to acquire as a result of this course, this gragds,land this unit of instruction?

1 How will we know if each student is learning each of the skills, concepts, and
dispositions we have deemed most essential?
1 How will we respond when some of our students do not learn? What process will we

put in place tcensure students receive additional time and support for learning in a way that is
timely, precise, diagnostic, directive, and systemic?
1 How will we enrich and extend the learning for students who are already proficient?

1 Administer feedback tools periodityto assess the effectiveness of professional development
experiences and Professional Learning Communities.

91 Create a District Action Plan and monitoring/public reporting process.

1 Assess effectiveness and make adjustments, when necessary.

1 Implement Struture for District Determined Measures that are aligned with Educator
Evaluation System and Common Core State Standards

1  Work with administrators and Central Office Administrators to identify, pilot and/or develop
District Determined Measures.

1 Continue to inprove the use of the educator evaluation system as a tool to improve teacher
practice. Work with TAP Committee and Building Principals to develop and administer student
and teacher surveys

9 Provide ongoing proactive communication to School Committee, parésachers and
community about different initiatives

District Improvement Plan Goal:3

During the 201416 school years, the District Leadership Team will successfully implement the Multi
Tiered System of Support Structure at each school as meabyradiecrease in the following data

points: tardiness, office discipline referrals, number of students who have 10 or more absences in a
school year, and the achievement gap between the high needs subgroup and the aggregate subgroup on
standardized assesgnts and District Determined Measures. In addition, if successfully implemented,
there will be an increase in our accuracy in identifying students with special needs, as measured by the
referral data from SST and the utilization of regular educatioiatiies to support students prior to a

need for special education testing (MTSS interventions, SST, intervention support, etc.). Moreover, we
will see an improvement in the behavioral health of all students as measured by the Youth Risk Behavior
Survey, Brly Warning Indicator System, and other locally determined measures. Finally, we will
measure the effectiveness of our implementation by using the Tiered Fidelity Instrument (TFI).

Strategic Objective Addressetlearning and Teachirand Performance Mnagement

Action Steps:
9 Secure grant funding for Implementation of key MTSS initiatives.
i Implement initiatives identified in the grant.

1 Building MTSS Teams work with Central Office Administrators and consultants to implement
Year 2 components of MTSS luding behavioral matrix, core values, office discipline referral
plans, and supports to help students who are struggling.
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1 District MTSS Team formed to oversee implementation of MTSS grant and building based MTSS

initiatives.

Implement Health Curriculum igrades 38.

Review and update the Bullying Prevention Hdevelop a long range plan for full

implementation of health education.

T /2yiAydzS (2 AYLNRGS SIOK alOKz22ftQa alFfSde FyR
Committee to conduct a needs analysighe safety and security procedures in the district and
continue to improve those procedures through an interdepartmental collaboration with police,
fire, and facilities.

1 Assistant Superintendent for Learning and Teaching will reconvene the Distficieds
Committee to review current policies and building principals will develop building based
wellness committees to implement building specific initiatives related to safety.

9 Administration will analyze YRBS and other data, make recommendations alediemp

changes, if necessary.

Staff will administer the SRSS screener as a tool to identify students who may be at risk.

Provide ongoing proactive communication to School Committee, parents and community about

different initiatives.

= =4

= =4

District Improvement Pan Goal 4:

During the next two years, the district will develop plans to address the resource needs facing our
district, including additional time for staff, additional programmatic space needs at the elementary
schools, RISE preschool, and Reading Miaiidigh School; the implementation of full day kindergarten
for all students, and additional instructional and administrative support needed to continue to move the
district forward. This will be measured by developing timelines for the implementatibnll Day
Kindergarten, the identification of additional permanent educational space, the renovation of Killam
Elementary School, additional professional time added to the existing school year, and a restructuring
plan for instruction and administrativeupport.

District Strategic Objectives Addressediearning and Teachingnd Resource Allocation
Action Steps:

' Form an Early Childhood Space Needs Working Group which will review alternatives regarding
space needs to address preschool, full day kindeéegafor all students, special education
program and learning center space, and dedicated art and music classrooms. An analysis of high
school space needs should be included.

9 Based on the findings of the Working Group, identify an option or a seriedioheghat is
educationally sound and economically feasible for the Town of Reading. As part of their role,
the Working Group will be gathering feedback and communicating frequently with the
community during the steps of the process. These options doaldde:

1 Relocation of Central Office and expansion of RISE at RMHS
1 Modular classrooms at elementary schools
1 Permanent additions at elementary schools

i Early Childhood Center
9 Identify short term space issues for the nex8 years and propose solutions.
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Revew options for upgrading systems, space, and structures at Killam.

Create a task force of teachers, administrators, community members, and parents to identify
the different time and learning needs necessary to move forward as a school district. This grou
will meet by level and receive feedback through surveys and focus groups as to these needs
from prekl12. Some of the issues that this group will address could include:

Elimination of early dismissal at elementary schools

Extended school day

Increased SHAM opportunities, K2

Full Day Kindergarten

Expanded Preschool

Certificate programs at the high school

Reexamination of Elementary, Middle, and High School schedules

Work with School and Town officials to identify the best options for Killam, Elemespaige,
and Full Day Kindergarten that is educationally sound and is financial feasible for the community

Based on available space needs, implement Full Day Kindergarten for all students

—m = —a _a _a _a _»o

District Improvement Plan Goal 5:

During the 201415 and 201516 School Years, the Reading Public Schools will develop and implement a
comprehensive communication plan for the school district. The effectiveness of this plan will be
measured by stakeholder surveys, the quality of the communication plan, and noticegisevements

in district and school communication.

District Strategic Objective AddressedPerformance Management

Action Steps:

1
1

1
1

Identify a committee of staff and community members that will give input into the development
of a Reading Public Schools @anmication Plan

School Committee will discuss the possibility of moving forward with the District Governance
Program and take action, where appropriate.

Conduct a communications audit which will assess the current level of effectiveness of
communication irthe district.

Using the recommendations from the audit and other survey data, develop a draft
communication plan. As part of this plan, the need for a part time communication specialist will
be explored and a system to develop and implement a systenarefn education and
engagement around core curriculum frameworks.

Develop a final plan for implementation.

Implement the plan and monitor for effectiveness.

Administrator District Determined Measures

The following is a list of district determined meassuithat administrators will be using to gauge
progress and improvement in the above goals. The District Leadership will continue to review this list
to revise, when necessarnBy January, 2015, threegr measurement targets will be developed.
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1. Percent ofstudents who are reaching moderate or high growth on the District MCAS/PARCC
SGP for Math and Literacy
Percent of Students who are Advanced and Proficient on the state assessment
DESE Accountability Rating
Percent of Unexcused Tardiness
Number of Office Bcipline Referrals
Percent of students with 8 or more absences in a school year.
Achievement gap between high needs subgroup and the aggregate subgroup on
standardized assessments and DDM
Achievement gap between male and female students
9. Number of studentsn high needs subgroup and METCO students who are in honors level,
advanced, or AP level classes
10. Gender breakdown of students in honors level, advanced, or AP level classes
11. Accuracy of Student Support Team referrals for Special Education
12. Tiered Fidelityristrument to gauge progress in MTSS implementation

No okMwd

©
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The Information Section of the budget is designed to provide the reader with information necessary to
set the contexfor the fundsNJS |j dzS a ( S R6 Sahgol CofiSitte8ydgeiv This section includksy
metrics and performance indicators for the district as a whole, for individual schools within the district,
as well as benchmark comparisons with peer districts in Massachudétésinformation provided will

assist the reader in understanding the financial realities confronting our district, areas where the district
or schools are performing well, and, morepantantly, areas where there may lmeed for

improvement. It is alsomtended to give readers a better understanding of the investments necessary
for the district to achieve its strategic performance goals and objectives.

Education Funding

State Education Aid

In 1993, Massachusetts passed the Education Reform Act. Gime mfajor themes of this legislation

included greater and more equitable funding for schools across Massachusetts. The means for providing
GKA&a AYONBlFraSR TFTdzyRAYy3 ¢l & KNP dz®&he fobn8atidh Budidetdo t A a K'Y
is defined ashe minimal level of funding necessary to provide an adequate education to the children in
Massachusetts districtd=ach district's foundation budget is updated each year to reflect inflation and
changes in enrollment. Enroliment plays an important rodé just because of the total number of

pupils, but also becaus# the differences in the costs associated with various educational programs,

grade levels, and student needs. Districts differ greatly in the percentages of their student population

that fall into these enrollment categoriesAs a result, when districts' foundation budgets are presented

in per pupil terms, there is considerable variation. The FY13 statewide averddr38dper pupil, but

the range for academic districts is fror,$26to $15,144 *

The Foundation Budgeistablishes required net school spending for a community which is the minimum

TdzyRAy3 GKIGT 0@ t163 | O2YYdzyrde Ydad Fet20FG8
O2yGNROdziAZ2YyEé A& 0l & Sscaldiftedusing a formdaitfattakes inth 2 LI 8 ¢ 6K
O2yAARSNI GAZ2Y | O2YYdyAdeQs LISNI OFLIAGE AyO2YS FyR

spending and local contribution arealculated, Chapter 70 funding (also known as state educational aid)
isdetermined as the difference between required net school spending and local contributiisn.
instructive to note that many distric€ctual net school spending, particularly high performiigjricts,
actually exceed required spending levels.

Figue21a K24 wSI RAYy3IQa KAAUG2NER 2F NBIdZANBR ySi aoOkKz22
you can see, Reading is one of thdgsricts that historically havexceeded its required net school

spending amount. However, it is important to rememiigat the required net school spending is based

on the foundation budget which is the minimum amount necessary to fund an adequate education. A
NEOSyid &aidzRé o0& GKS al daal OKdzaSdida . dzRISEG yR t2fA
Foundah 2y . dzRAS{ Qa [/ 2 NBexamiRedrAbé¢ dildq@ayy oftthd Eaarndatioh Budget and

* Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education web site.
° http://www.massbudget.org/report_window.php?loc=Cutting_Class.html
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identified dmajor gaps between what the foundation budget says districts need for certain cost
categoriesand what districtsactually require. Some of the more sifigant conclusions of the study
included:

1 Foundationunderstates core SPED costs by about $1.0 billion

1 Foundation understates health insurance costs by $1.1 billion

1 Most districts hire fewer regular education teachers than the foundation budget sets as a
adequate baseline

1 Inflation adjustments have not been fully implemented, causing foundation to lag behind true
cost growth

Figure21: Reading Net School Spending, Required versus Actual

Chapter 70 Trends, FY93 to FY14
READING

= Chapter 70 Aid

Foundation Budget

- Required Net School Spending
=== Actual Net School Spending

$50,000,000 —

$45,000,000

$40,000,000

$35,000,000

$30,000,000

$25,000,000

$20,000,000

1
}
27

$15,000,000

$10,000,000

$5,000,000 A

T T ¢

M T T T T Y

e W T N R : %

M R R R R R R R R R R A i

M T M T T T T T

e T T R

o T T T T T T T T T T e R R

e N e T T N N T N e N

7 M M T M M T T T T N T T N T

e W T T W O

o T T T T T T T T T T

e M

M T T T T T T T T T T T T N e N N )
i N T N T T T T N T T T T T T T e

[ e W, e, T T Y
R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
T T T N T R T T T T e T R e

RN R R R

R R
\\\\\\\\\\\\\v A

AL RRRRSY

M

$0 -

©
w
©
X
©
al
©
o

9

J
©
[e3]
©
©
o
o

0

=

0.

N

03

o
e
o
al
o
>

0

]
o
3]
(@)
©
[
o
[
[
[
N
i
w
i
N

Fiscal Year

On average, districts in Massachusetpend 42 | 6 2 @S C2 dzy RI (Rkl@ay. Howeved SR 2y C
there is great variation across the state with the least wealthy districts spending at Foundation and the
wealthiest 20% of districts spending 39% above Foundafidre areas of greatest excegsending

include health insurance and other benefit costs, special education teachers, and special education out
of-district. In essence, these three categories of the Foundation Buaghgetarsignificantly

underfunded.

As Figur@2 below indicates, Bading spendiessabove Foundatiothanthe state averageL y 3, Q™
wSFRAY3IQa | 00ddt ySi aOK22f &lLISy RAGEondareiosR SR NB |
state average 019%. Figur@2 also shows that the trend over the last three &kgears has been a

decline in the percentage above Foundation that we have been spendihig figure also shows
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Chapter 70 aid represented &% of atual net school spending in Reading

Figure22: Historical Chapter 70 Funding Formula Elements

Required Required Actual Dollars Pct
Fiscal Foundation  Pct Foundation Pct Local Chapter 70  Pct Net School Pct Net School Pct Over/Under Over/
Year Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Contribution Aid Chg Spending (NSS) Chg Spending Chg Requirement  Under|
FY93 3,426 18,009,296 14,934,763 1,474,055 16,408,818 16,408,818 0 0.0|
FY94 3,470 1.3 18,168,519 0.9 15,860,901 1,780,426 20.8 17,641,327 7.5 17,600,700 7.3 -40,627 -0.2
FY95 3,537 1.9 18,912,841 4.1 16,323,493 1,944,641 9.2 18,268,134 3.6 18,835,792 7.0 567,658 3.1
FY96 3,650 3.2 19,962,502 5.5 16,815,560 2,269,855 16.7 19,085,415 4.5 20,449,740 8.6 1,364,325 7.1
FY97 3,764 3.1 21,055,390 55 17,089,518 2,855,026 25.8 19,944,544 45 21,796,634 6.6 1,852,090 9.3
FY98 3,838 2.0 22,007,347 45 17,208,754 3,439,540 20.5 20,648,294 3.5 23,370,995 7.2 2,722,701 13.2
FY99 3,939 2.6 23,267,882 5.7 18,145,204 4,299,206 25.0 22,444,410 8.7 25,357,087 85 2,912,677 13.0
FYO00 4,101 4.1 24,344,556 4.6 19,682,473 4,992,952 16.1 24,675,425 9.9 27,285,571 7.6 2,610,146 10.6
FYO01 4,142 1.0 25,408,207 4.4 20,114,966 5,717,802 14.5 25,832,768 4.7 28,906,685 59 3,073,917 11.9
FY02 4,124 -0.4 26,509,514 4.3 20,734,746 5,916,022 3.5 26,650,768 3.2 29,849,529 3.3 3,198,761 12.0
FYO03 4,179 1.3 27,435,858 3.5 21,314,786 6,121,072 3.5 27,435,858 2.9 30,624,431 26 3,188,573 11.6
FYO04 4,166 -0.3 27,738,874 1.1 21,656,767 6,082,107 -0.6 27,738,874 1.1 31,925,715 4.2 4,186,841 15.1
FYO05 4,136 -0.7 28,212,906 1.7 22,211,375 6,082,107 0.0 28,293,482 2.0 33,976,446 6.4 5,682,964 20.1f
FYO06 4,161 0.6 29,463,124 4.4 23,184,689 6,290,157 3.4 29,474,846 4.2 36,527,898 7.5 7,053,052 23.9
FYO07 4,175 0.3 31,463,026 6.8 24,343,136 7,119,890 13.2 31,463,026 6.7 38,423,801 5.2 6,960,775 22.1
FYO08 4,208 0.8 33,194,639 5.5 25152,672 8,041,967 13.0 33,194,639 5.5 39,703,186 3.3 6,508,547 19.6
FYO09 4,272 1.5 35,385,849 6.6 26,121,634 8,289,951 3.1 34,411,585 3.7 39,979,867 0.7 5,568,282 16.2
FY10 4,279 0.2 36,474,849 3.1 26,451,786 9,078,931 9.5 35,530,717 3.3 40,637,674 1.6 5,106,957 14.4
FY11 4,265 -0.3 35,612,661 -2.4 26,779,324 9,437,516 3.9 36,216,840 1.9 42,284,871 4.1 6,068,031 16.8
FY12 4,284 0.4 36,437,713 2.3 27,264,731 9,488,181 0.5 36,752,912 1.5 43,047,360 1.8 6,294,448 17.1
FY13 4,312 0.7 38,136,802 4.7 28,233,100 9,903,702 4.4 38,136,802 3.8 43,722,350 2.7 5,585,548 14.6|
FY14 4,309 -0.1 38,817,531 1.8 29,008,253 10,011,427 1.1 39,019,680 2.3 45,754,079 * 4.6 6,734,399 17.3

Local Funding for Education

Reading relies heavily on local revenue sources to fund public education, most notably, localyprope
taxes. In 1980, a ballot initiative in Massachusetts to limit the growth of local property taxes passed.
Thislaw, referred to Proposition 2 went into effect in 1982. Essentially, the personal property tax

may not increase more than 2.5% of thieqgp year's levy limit, plus new growth and any overrides or
exclusions. A community may vote to allow for a Proposition 2 %2 override vote to permanently increase
the tax burden. The last successful Proposition 2 % override in Reading was in Apil 2003the

2004 Operating BudgeBelow is a table showing the historical property valuations and tax rates.

Figure23: Historical property valuations and tax rates

FY '10 FY'11 FY '12 FY '13 FY '14
Year End Year End Year End Year End Year End
Population 24,139 24,528 25,011 25,624 25,799
Number of Voters 16,872 16,858 17,611 17,821 17,765
Valuation of Real Estate $3,599,982,041 $3,702,250,747 $3,719,855,326 $3,640,514,408 $3,785,230,714
Valuation of Personal Property $45,778,760  $45,295,130  $44,158,280  $46,123,120  $44,082,06(
Total Assessment Value $3,645,760,801 $3,747,545,877 $3,764,013,606 $3,686,637,528 $3,829,312,775
Tax Rate per $1,000 Valuatior $13.75 $13.80 $14.15 $14.94 $14.74

®In Reading, Chapter 70 aid is treated as a gerfieral receipt rather than a school grant or revenue receipt as is
the case in other districts.
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The school department budget is the largest budget of muyicipal department in the town of
Reading. The figure below shows the breakdown of how the average tax bill in Reading is spent. As you
can see, the funding for the education of children in our district represg&3fis of the average tax bill.

Figure24: What the Average Tax Bill in Reading Funds

FY'14 Dollars | FY'14 Percent
Schools $3,493 53%
Public Safety $686 10%
Public Works $469 7%
General Government $304 5%
Library & Recreation $158 2%
Finance $354 5%
Insurance and Other Unclassified $993 15%
Health & Human Services $44 1%
Intergovernmental $74 1%
Total Median Property Tax Bill $6,576 100%

Prior to 1991, Massachusetts had a separate tax rate for education at the municipal level. The current

tax rate of the Town supports educational and municipal expenditures®anda S o6& (KS ¢2gy !
Office, with approval by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue, on an annual basis. In the figure

below, we compare the average tax bill in Readingzother communities that are often used as peers

for benchmarking and eoparison purposes. As you can $exm Figure 3 below, over the past five

8SINAZ G(GKS aAil § 2F wS|t RA yrauat 13ii With regaid tofthe &tdtedvideY' | A y G | A
ranking, that figure too has remained relatively consistent ranging B0no 54over the past five years,

LX F OAy3a wSIRAYy3IQa | @SNIF3IS GFIE oAff FyYz2y3d (KS KAIK

Figure25: Comparison of Average Tax Bills Reading versus Comparable Communities

FY'10 Fy'11 FY'12 FY'13 FY'14
Comparable Average Statewide Table |Average Statewide Table [Average Statewide Table |Average Statewide Table | Average Statewide Table
Community Tax Bill Rank Rank | Tax Bill Rank Rank | Tax Bill Rank Rank | Tax Bill Rank Rank [ Tax Bill Rank Rank
Belmont $9,216 12 1 $9,676 12 1 $9,964 13 1 ($10,359 13 1 $10,566 13 1
Chelmsford $5,267 67 9 $5,427 70 10 $5,653 70 9 $5,799 70 10 $6,119 67 9
Dedham $5,227 70 10 | $5.483 66 8 $5,770 65 8 $5,937 66 8 $6,217 64 8
Easton $5,328 63 8 $5,448 68 9 $5,642 71 10 | $5,848 67 9 $6,040 69 10
Hingham $7,108 36 3 $7,224 37 3 $7,650 37 3 $7,973 31 3 $8,228 33 3
Mansfield $4,992 82 11 | $5,176 83 11 $5,164 89 11 | $5,370 89 11 $5,628 85 11
Marshfield $4,218 126 12 | $4,332 128 12 $4,480 131 12 | $4,608 127 12 $5,002 116 12
Milton $6,929 37 4 $7,134 38 4 $7,321 39 4 $7,471 40 4 $7,740 39 4
North Andover $5,975 50 6 $6,161 49 6 $6,350 5 6 $6,559 51 6 $6,738 50 6
Reading $5,953 51 7 $6,109 50 7 $6,290 52 7 $6,458 54 7 $6,576 54 7
Shrewsbury $3,893 155 13 | $3,955 157 13 $4,139 156 13 | $4,322 151 13 $4,483 152 13
Westford $6,594 41 5 $6,719 42 5 $6,901 45 5 $7,097 45 5 $7,312 45 5
Winchester $8,771 15 2 $9,167 15 2 $9,557 14 2 $9,839 14 2 $10,195 14 2
Statewide Averagd $4,390 $4,537 $4,711 $4,818 $5,044

The School Committee and Adnsitnation are appreciative of the support that the taxpayers of Reading
provide to the schools and are mindful of the budgetary implications on the taxpayers when developing
our budget proposal. Wkeel a strongobligation to be transparent and accountalale to how we use

the resources we are provided. The sections that follow are intended to provide readers with a better
sense of how resources are utilized in the district to improve student outcomes as well as to report on
those outcomes and other meass of performance.
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Allocation of District Resources

Resource allocation is one of our four district strategic objectives. The objective is to improve the
alignment of human and financial resources to achieve all of our strategic objectives and isitiative
support teaching and learning and, ultimately, ensure students are college and career ready. The intent
of this section is to provide the reader with an understanding of how district resources are spent, both

at the district level as well as at thetwol level.

Per Pupil Spending

As we know, educating children is a labor intensive enterprise. Our school district spestdsof &he
funding it receives on the staff salarieBhe remainder is spent on suitbms as instructional supplies,
materials,and equipment; technology; owgf-district tuition and transportation; energy and utilities;
and building repair and maintenance.

All districts in Massachusetts file an End of Year Pupil and Financial Report with the MA DESE. This
report allows a digict to examine per pupil spendiracross a number of broad spending categories.
Using a per pupil amount allows for better comparability both within the district and between school
districtsas it normalizes for enrollmentExamining per pupil spending bategory helps us better
understand where investments are made and whdreyt may be lacking. Comparisoetween schools
helps us determine if our resources are allocated eghlit and if resources can beallcated to target
higher need schals or poplations. Comparisobetween districts allowus to target districts with
comparable financial means that may be achieving better results in areas that we are looking to
improve, seek out the best practices and/or strategic investments being made indisigets, and
potentially transfer those best practices or investment decisions to our district to improve our
outcomes.

Per Pupil Spending by Category

The MA DESE reporting system categorizes expenditures into eleven general functional areas that are
listed in Figure @below. The expectation would be, of course, that the highest level of per pupil

ALSYRAYI 62df R 68 Ay GKS &/ fF&ENRB2Y FYR {LISOALEAS

Gt I @ YSy (o5 Nii Mnd&ia  { OK 2 2 Iy thethigiest feS @l Ndounk. & | O dzt ¢

Figure26: C , IPer Ripil Spending By Category

Grants, State Difference
General Fund| Revolving & Total As % ofl Expenditure| Average | b/w District
2012-13 Per Pupil Expenditures Appropriations | Other Funds Expenditures | Total Per Pupil | PerPupil | & State
Administration $1,359,233 $127,306 $1,486,539 2.9% $334 $484 ($150)
Instructional Leadership $2,736,611 $185,521 $2,922,132 5.7% $658 $882 ($224)
Classroom and Specialist Teachers $18,506,811 $1,466,683 $19,973,494 | 39.2% $4,494 $5,291 ($797)
Other Teaching Services $3,893,207 $125,654 $4,018,861 7.9% $904 $1,089 ($185)
Professional Development $915,079 $283,666 $1,198,745 2.4% $270 $225 $45
Instructional Materials, Equipment and Technology $1,618,223 $366,438 $1,984,661 3.9% $447 $409 $38
Guidance, Counseling and Testing $1,376,572 $48,174 $1,424,746 2.8% $321 $403 ($82)
Pupil Services $1,479,538 $1,764,006 $3,243,544 6.4% $730 $1,293 ($563)
Operations and Maintenance $3,632,053 $355,657 $3,987,710 7.8% $897 $1,066 ($169)
Insurance, Retirement Programs and Other $6,916,458 $83,594 $7,000,052 13.8% $1,575 $2,236 ($661)
Payments to Out-Of-District Schools $2,359,202 $1,293,870 $3,653,072 7.2% $54,523 $21,485 $33,038
Total Expenditures $44,792,987 $6,100,569 $50,893,556 | 100.0%| $11,281 $14,021 ($2,740)
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This category captures the expense for any student who is attending school outside the district. This

includes not only special educationtanf district placements, but charter school or school choice

placements as well. Since we have very few children in charter schools or school choice programs, our
reported figure is essentially made up entirely of special education placements whictuahehigher in

cost than the average charter schgidcement ($10,000$30,000) or the average school choice

placement ($5,000). As this is also a per pupil calculation, the amount reflected is the teddl out

district tuition divided by the numberofisdzRSyYy 0& F GG SYRAYy 3 2dzi 2 Fth®A a i NA O
basis wa$4 students. This ithe reason thabur figureis so much higher than the state average. In

calculating the overall state average, however, it is important to note that thégoay does not receive

a lot of weight in our per pupil calculatiatue to the number of students in this category.

The Classroom and Specialist Teachers category is the next highest per pupil afoantparison to

the state average shows that thistiee category with the second largest difference between district and
state per pupil spendingAverage teacher salaries in Reading are lower than the state average teacher
salary with Reading a6$,048 compared to the state average $71,620, a difference of $5572 This is

due in part toour salary schedule being lower than other comparable districtsataa dueto the fact

that we have a more junior stisthan many of our comparable districtén Readingthirty-nine percent

of our staff has fewethan ten years of experience teachjran average in Massachusetts, that figure is
around thirty percent.

Another category in which we are significantly bekiw state average per pupil is in insurance,
retirement and other benefits. This is likely doethe GI@ype tiered health insurance plan that we

have for ouremployees which is very cost competitive. Furthermore, the empleypguloyee cost

share in Reading is 71% employer paid and 29% employee. The average in the state is closer to 80%
employerand 20% employee.

Pupil Services is another category that appears underfunded when compared to the state average per

pupil. This category includes transtation and other student activities such as athletics or

extracurricular. Theeason why Reading significantly belovhe state average is due to the fact that

we have such littldbussingn the district Because we have neighborhood schools, we require only two

buses for each school day for transporting children. This is significantly belovethestlistricts in the

area as well as the state. When the figure for this category is adjusted for transportation, the difference
0SG6SSY wSFRAY3IQ& LISNJI LldzLIA f89perpRpil, inéch maieialigiied to the S NI 3 S
other categories.

The one area where we have historically spent more per pupil than the state average is the professional
RSOSt2LIYSyd OFGS3I2NEBOD® C,QOQum Aa (GKS FANRG @SINAY
lower, although not significantly lower. BetweenRmMn YR C, QmH 6S NBRAzOSR 2 dazl
development as well as our curriculum expenses significantly in order to minimize personnel cuts during

these lean budget yearsly’ C thi3 tnamdreversal as a result athe increase to the professional

devebpment budget due to common core and educator evaluation implementation as well as other

training needs.

The overall message to be gleaned from this comparison of categorical per pupil expenditures is that all
of our expenditure categories appear underéled when compared to the state average and that re
allocation of resources from @ncategory to another would merely cauaearticular categoryo be

even further underfunded. The one area that we have looked to as a source of fundsfsdisttict

tuition. With the average oubf-district special education placement costing the district over $62,000,
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the ability to offer indistrict programs for these students is not just best for students but also financially
beneficial as well.

Per Pupil Spending by School

Figure Z shows theinstructionalper pupil comparison by building and by program for all funding

sources (general fund, grants, and revolving funds). As this figure shows, there is a rather significant
variation for special education with agh of $6,981for Barrows Elementary School to a low of@e%

for Reading Memorial High School. This data indicates that we are-funtiting special education at

the High SchoolWhile this was addressed through the addition of 1.5 FTE i€theQ vdget, thadper

pupil expenditure at the High School based on special education enroliment still lags significantly behind
other schools and programd he addition of one special education paraeducator and one social worker
for the TSP Program will have adest impact on the special education per pupil for the High School.

Figure27: Instructional Per Pupil Spending by Program, all funding sources

PPE - Special
FY15 Budgete Education (using
FY15 FY15 Budgeteq PPE - Special FY15 SPEI] Special Ed
School Enrollment | PPE - Reg'l E{ Education | Enroliment Enrollment
Alice M Barrows Elementary 359 $5,069 $1,514 32 $16,981
Birch Meadow Elementary 387 $4,778 $1,979 62 $12,352
Joshua Eaton Elementary 471 $4,180 $867 46 $8,882
J Warren Killam Elementary 440 $4,470 $1,113 51 $9,599
Wood End Elementary 335 $4,700 $1,611 49 $11,017
Arthur W Coolidge Middle 476 $6,106 $1,535 98 $7,456
Walter S Parker Middle 593 $5,643 $1,443 99 $8,642
Reading Memorial High 1251 $5,807 $798 270 $3,696
Mean $5,094 $1,357 $9,828
Median $4,924 $1,478 $9,241

Comparable District Spending

As mentioned in the introduction to this se2ty’ > O2 YLI NA Yy 3 2dzNJ RAAUGNR Ol Q&
comparable peers helps us to determine how we might consider allocating resources differently to be
able to achieve key performance goals, be they student or other goals. The first step in this @txess
determine a reasonable set of comparable peers. dewrcomparisonsthe peers that have been

selected are those that have similar enrolimemd similarfinancial profiles An analysis was performed
usingnine different demographic andinancial netrics includingpopulation, per capita income,

equalized property valueverage single family tax bill and size of municipal budget. The chart below
shows that Reading rank8" out of 13 in per pupil spending for-listrict students at $1,281 The

average per pupil spending for these thirteen comparable district$22$3or $992above our district

per pupil. If our districtwere fundedat the average per pupil for these comparable districts, it would
translate to an additional4387516infundh y 3 (G2 (GKS .RAAGNAOGQA o0dzRAS
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Figure28 FY'B In-District Per Pupil Spending
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In comparing per pupil spending for the various functional categories that DESE tracks (seedigure 2

one can see that Reading ranks among the fowest of the comparable districts in all categories with

the exception of professional developmemtd supplies, materials & equipmenincluded in our

professional development spending is tuition reimbursement for staff. This is a benefihtmat

districts have eliminated over the past several ye®sading improved from its"®lace ranking in

C, OMH &dzLILX AS&> YFOSNALFT A 3 SIj"za WIYOSy (NI LYY NU yLIdzLEAYE C3
spending due to the one time investment in a new Mathrriculum. The table below also shows that

we are most significantly behind both the state average and our comparable average in the Classroom

and Specialist Teachers category which represents salaries paid to these staff.
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Figure29: FY'B Per Pupil Expenditures by Category for Comparable Districts

- Supplies, . Classroom &
To.tal,.ln- Rank] Admlnls- Rank|Materials, & Rank Professional Rank| Specialist Rank
_ District tration . Development

District Name Equipment Teachers
BELMONT $12,659 3 $347 7 $413 3 $130 7 $4,718 8
CHELMSFORD $12,158 5 $469 4 $544 1 $193 4 $4,635 10
DEDHAM $16,434 1 | $1,012 1 $282 6 $220 3 $5,954 1
EASTON $11,476 10 | $385 5 $213 11 $63 11 $4,688 9
HINGHAM $11,430 11 | $291 12 $134 13 $65 10 $4,880 6
MANSFIELD $12,101 6 $264 13 $224 10 $262 2 $4,974 5
MARSHFIELD $11,424 12 | $384 6 $274 7 $56 12 $5,017 4
MILTON $12,992 2 $488 3 $225 8 $108 9 $5,409 2
NO ANDOVER $11,769 8 $312 10 $153 12 $24 13 $4,441 13
READING $11,281 13 | $334 8 $447 2 $270 1 $4,494 12
SHREWSBURY $11,612 9 $312 11 $328 4 $129 8 $4,613 11
WESTFORD $11,838 7 $317 9 $224 9 $186 5 $4,771 7
WINCHESTER $12,380 4 $527 2 $327 5 $142 6 $5,176 3
AVERAGE $12,273 $419 $291 $142 $4,905
READING VS. AVERAGE -$992 -$85 $156 $128 -$411

STATE AVERAGE $14,021 $484 $409 $225 $5,291
READING VS. STATE AVERAGHE2,740 -$150 $38 $45 -$797

Special Education Spending

Special educatioexpensegpresent a unique challenge to school districts due to their varialaitilack

of predictability. Our goal is alwayspoovide the highest quality services to students and to provide
those within the district. Over the last ten years, our district inaseased itsn-district special

education program$om one program teseven different programs across the distridthe figure below
shows the number of students in each of the programs in the current school Pemcriptions of each
program can be found in the Special Education Cost Center discussion in the Financial Section of this
document. The total number of chilen in special education programs isrMith the greatest number

of students currently in the Language and Learning Disabilities program.

Figure30: SY'S In-District Special Education Program Enrollment

K Grl| Gr2| Gr3| Grd4| Gr5| Gr6| Gr7| Gr8| Gr9 | Gr10| Gr11| Gr12| Total

Compass 4 1 5
Dev. Learning Ctr | 5 3 4 4 4 3 4 5 2 5 2 & 39
Dev. Learning Ctr Il 0 2 1 2 5
Integrated Learning Prog. | 1 1 2 1 1 2 4 3 1 6 22
Integrated Learning Prog. Il 1 2 4 7
Language Learning Disabilitigs 1 3 3 4 5 10 7 10 10 9 3 65
Student Support Program 1 2 3 1 2 5 3 2 5 5 13 42
Therapeutic Support Program 1 1 3 7 12
Total 5 7 9 11 11 9 17 24 16 19 21 17 36 197

When we are unabléo provide the necessary services for a child to be able to make effective progress,
then it becomes necessary to place the child in an out of district program. In that case, the district is
responsible for the tuition and transportation expense for thhtld. Depending upon the placement,
out-of-district tuitions can range from a low of $40,000 to a high of over $300,000 for a private
residential placement. Figu® shows the historical special education expenditure trends for Reading
Public SchoolThis data shows the extreme variability in special education expenditures, particularly
out-ofRA &G NROG GdAdGA2y SELISyaSo .S06SSy {,Qunnn

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Pages7



AYONBF&ASR Hpdm: ® Ly {, Qu n wmn Priodishbolyesd. EThaSstaiaso RS ONS |
show the significant walistrict increases that occurred in the years between2@6d 2009 as oun-
district programs wergrowing with staffingadded to support those programs.

Figure31: Hstorical Special Education Spending

% of Schoo State

Fiscal| In-District Yr/Yr% Out-Of-District Yr/Yr%)| Operating Average

Year | Instruction Change Tuitions Change Budget Percentage
2003 3,498,538 2,726,148 20.3 17.7
2004 4,002,687 14.49 2,929,036 7.4% 21.3 18.6
2005 4,468,696  11.69 3,671,734 25.49 23.2 18.9
2006 4,250,615  -4.9% 4,018,504 9.4% 21.8 19.1
2007 4,603,329 8.3% 4,241,134 5.5% 22.2 19.4
2008 5,011,644 8.9% 4,387,747 3.5% 22.8 19.8
2009 5,407,638 7.9% 4,503,089 2.6% 23.6 20.1
2010 5,316,345  -1.7% 3,913,861 -13.19 22.2 19.8
2011 5,391,569 1.4% 3,552,879 -9.2% 20.9 19.9
2012 5,575,866 3.4% 3,702,507 4.2% 21.5 20.6
2013 6,674,941  19.79 3,085,288 -16.79 21.7 20.9

The data shows that our-district expenses have significanlyy ONB | SR FNRY C, Qmu (2
to a 12.7%or $650,279 increase to teaching and a 95.6% increase to other instructional expenditures
whichincludessupervisory, textboak, materials and instructional equipment. During this same time

period we benefited from a 16.7% reduction in enftdistrict tuitions due in part to our in district

programs and students aging out of the school systdime datashow that the gap between the

percentage of budget for special education costs between our district and the statewide average has

been narrowing over these same years.

We also observe thate are spending less on special education as a percent obthkltudget than

2dzNJ O2 YLJ NI 6 f S8GLAS NEQM 1 SC NEBSY NG ,yQ/SR F2dzNIK Ay (GKS L
dLISOAL T SRdzOF G A2y S E3ieddmded2Voldeehwked dompared ttheaeF C, Qm
other twelve districts.In essence, tis indicates that our district has been working hard to stabilize

special education expenses and has been successful relative to other comparable districts.
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Figure32: Special Education Spending as a Percent of Total Budg®dading andComparableDistricts

FY'09 FY'10 FY'11 FY'12 FY'13
% of Total Table% of Total Table % of Total Tableg % of Total Tablel % of Total Table
District Budget Rank] Budget Rankl Budget Rankl Budget Rank| Budget Rank
Belmont 21.2% 7 19.8% 9 20.2% 8 21.8% 9 21.9% 9
Chelmsford 23.2% 5 22.0% 5 21.3% 6 23.3% 4 23.3% 4
Dedham 25.7% 1 26.2% 1 25.6% 1 26.2% 1 27.4% 1
Easton 19.4% 12 185% 11 18.3% 11 18.7% 12 21.7% 11
Hingham 20.1% 10 21.4% 6 19.6% 10 23.1% 5 23.3% 5
Mansfield 20.9% 8 20.6% 8 21.3% 5 22.1% 7 22.5% 8
Marshfield 22.3% 6 21.1% 7 22.4% 4 23.6% 3 24.0% 3
Milton 20.8% 9 19.0% 10 18.2% 12 21.9% 8 21.9% 10
North Andover 23.7% 3 23.3% 3 22.9% 3 22.1% 6 23.3% 6
Reading 23.6% 4 22.2% 4 20.9% 7 21.5% 10 21.7% 12
Shrewsbury 25.6% 2 23.7% 2 24.6% 2 24.6% 2 25.2% 2
Westford 13.4% 13 14.1% 13 14.1% 13 15.3% 13 16.9% 13
Winchester 19.6% 11 18.3% 12 19.6% 9 20.3% 11 22.6% 7

Statewide Average 20.1% 19.9% 19.8% 20.6% 20.9%

Historical Budget versus Actual Spending

As a school district, we pedourselves on responsibliscal management, spending our resources as
requested and returning funds that are not utilized during the coursefiscal year. As part of our
efforts to ensure accountability, we report on our budget to actual for prior fiscal years in Bgure
below. As indicated, the school department has returned funds each of the prior five fiscal years and
has not required orequested additional funds for school department operations.

Figure33: Historical Budget versus Actual Spending
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Allocation of Personnel Resources

Staffing is driven primarily by enrollment changes and program ne€ls.tles below show staffing
resources for the prior yeacurrent year, andequested fo{ , 36 by location,by position type and
by cost center

As Figure 8below shows, staffing at the elementary schoolfaidy consistent and is reflective of

overdl enrollmentateachschooL y G KA & (Fo6fSX GKSNB Aa | AUNPy2dzyOS
C, Qmn | O {6daidgeted. yTRs isHueQavthe shifting of the DLC programs from BarrdBiscto

Meadow, whichhadno special education programsC , Q m the current school year, the DLC

programs for the primary grades were shifted from Barrows to Birch Meadow. Thigvghifbntinue

andwillo S O2 YL S®SR¢ K$ Bofis@di includiedl Nih€tab@ faelow; rather, it only

contains the staffing shifts that occurred in the current year that will continue into next year. lItis

anticipated that two teachers and three paraprofessionals will shift from Barrows to Birch Meadow next

year.

Parker is the larger of the two middle schowith 117 more students than Coolidge. While Parker does

KFE@3S Y2NB aidl FFAy3dr [/ 22f ARISQA & (dcase CobhtigeNsa KA I K S N.
home to fivespecial education programs while Parker has just one program. The High School has the

largest number of staff for it§,255 students.

Figured4: Staffing By Location

Budget| Budgeted | Actual Actual | Budgeteq Budgeted

FY12 FY13 FY14 | FY15 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY16 FY16
FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary
District 314 32.9 32.7 33.2| 2,390,231 33.8| 2,338,073 38.8( 2,788,704
Barrows 52.8 54.1 49.4 49.9| 2,635,987 47.4| 2,547,600 47.4| 2,674,098

Birch Meadow 41.7 41.4 49.9 49.8| 2,672,103 53.3] 2,833,831 52.8| 2,966,626
Joshua Eaton 45.9 46.3 46.7 47.8| 2,704,320 50.9| 2,823,541 48.4| 2,933,397

Killam 47.8 47.6 48.6 49.6| 2,798,258 51.0| 2,815,798 50.4| 2,952,673
Wood End 42.2 46.8 45.7 45.2| 2,379,069 451| 2,366,142 43.6| 2,462,409
Coolidge 62.9 63.7 63.9 66.8| 3,944,853 66.8| 3,865,606 66.6| 4,011,595
Parker 68.3 69.0 70.5 70.5| 4,312,091 70.0( 4,287,206 69.8| 4,469,642
RMHS 122.1 125.3 132.3 134.3| 8,645,084 133.7| 8,615,419 134.5| 9,093,023
RISE 17.6 18.4 18.5 19.2 905,839 19.4 895,499 19.4 939,707

Grand Total 532.6] 545.3| 558.2| 566.2| 33,387,835 571.3| 33,388,716 571.5| 35,291,873

Teachers comprise the largest percentage of our district st&f6a®6. This includes both regular
education and special education classroand program teachersThis does not include specialists
(reading, technology integration, and library/media) which make up an@t®#6. When combined,
teachers and specialists account 62%.2% of all staff. Paraprofessionals (regular education, apeci
education, and tutors) comprisk8.2% of our staff. Thu80.4% of district staff is providing instructional
services to students. Another 8% of our staff provides counseling, medical, and therapeutic support to
students. Disict and building admisirators,instructional leadersand secretariemake up 94% of

our staff. Custodial staff comprises8% of our staff. Finally, the ar@dere we are most understaffed

¢ technology- comprises 11% of our total staff in the district.
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Figure35: Staffing by Position

Budget| Budgeted | Actual| Actual | Budgeted Budgeted
FYy12| FY13| FY14| FY15 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY16 FY16
FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary
Administrative Assistant 5.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 248,986 4.8 240,986 4.8 248,155
Assistant Principal 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 529,646 5.0 516,094 5.0 531,918
Behavior Analyst (BCBA) 1.0 60,000
Computer Technician 3.5 5.0 4.5 4.5 229,000 4.5 241,000 5.3 283,038
Custodian 19.0 18.5 18.6 18.6 778,698 18.6 771,468 18.6 802,469
Data Analyst 0.3 15,193
District Administrator 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 926,739 8.2 858,260 8.2 889,211
District Admin of Support Servicgs 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 59,450 1.0 60,000 1.0 85,000
District Evaluator - 1.0 1.0 1.0 76,157 1.0 76,157 1.0 78,442
District SSP/TSP Program Directpr 1.0 75,000
Elementary Teacher 128.9( 131.5| 131.6| 132.5| 8,747,117 133.5 8,863,052 134.5| 9,398,990
ELL Teacher 1.0 1.0 1.0 15 81,159 15 85,828 15 91,634
Guidance Counselor 4.6 4.6 5.0 5.0 324,109 5.6 359,427 5.6 379,906
High School Dept Chair 3.6 3.6 4.3 4.3 325,975 4.3 307,481 4.3 364,590
High School Teacher 86.6 87.2 91.8 91.8| 6,321,460, 90.6( 6,294,555 91.8| 6,687,196
Info Systems Specialist 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 15,231 0.2 15,231 0.2 15,688
Instructional Coach 2.0 150,000
K-12 Department Chair 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 40,338 0.5 39,952 0.5 50,845
Library/Media Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 468,097 7.0 462,979 7.0 486,075
Maintenance Staff 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 177,751 3.0 176,384 3.0 184,806
Middle School Teacher 82.7 83.9 83.4| 84.4| 5,773,873 83.4| 5,645,944 83.4| 5,920,078
Occupational Therapist 3.3 31 2.9 2.9 210,700 2.9 272,412 2.9 278,515
Occupational Therapy Assistant 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.6 30,871 0.6 27,930 0.6 27,930
Paraprofessional 83.1 85.0 93.1 97.0| 2,251,043 101.6( 2,311,629 96.5| 2,310,517,
Physical Therapist 1.5 15 1.5 15 112,036 1.5 113,192 15 119,134
Pre-School Teacher 6.2 6.1 6.0 6.7 418,693 6.5 411,211 6.5 437,049
Principal 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 894,740 8.0 889,131 8.0 915,804
Reading Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 546,217 7.0 548,732 7.0 568,144
School Adjustment Counselor 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 134,753 2.0 111,859 2.0 119,664
School Nurse 9.8 9.8 8.8 8.8 520,005 8.8 532,018 8.8 566,101
School Psychologist 9.5 9.5 10.5 10.5 709,810 10.5 691,465 9.5 641,674
Secretary 15.0 15.2 15.3 15.3 584,451 15.7 617,658 15.7 622,637
Social Worker - 15 2.0 3.0 199,255 3.0 193,966 3.0 207,638
Speech/Language Pathologist 10.0 10.2 10.7 10.7 778,009] 10.8 777,413 10.8 801,878
Supervisor of Students - 1.0 1.0 1.0 32,800 1.0 33,000 1.0 33,000
Team Chair 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.4 441,991 5.6 438,896 5.6 448,780
Technology Specialist 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 155,851 2.0 155,087 2.0 163,977
Tutor 9.9 11.5 10.7 10.7 242,827| 11.3 248,319 10.3 231,199
Grand Total 532.6| 545.3| 558.2| 566.2| 33,387,835 571.3| 33,388,716 571.5| 35,291,873
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Figure36: Staffing By Cost Center and Position

Budget | Budgeted [ Actual Actual Budgeted| Budgeted
FY12 | FY13 | FY14 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY15 FY16 FY16
FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary
Administration 9. 9. 9. o[l 790,256 9J1 741,156 9|1 767,53
Administrative Assistant 5. 4. 4. 48 248,986 418 240,946 4|8 248,14
District Administrator 4. 4. 4. 43 541,270 413 500,170 4|3 519,34
Regular Education 342. 346.3 355.1 357.0 23,116,518 356.5  22,984,43p 3545  24,221,42
Assistant Principal 4. 4. 4. 43 449,493 43 435,942 4|3 449,39
Elementary Teacher 1094 1094 1107 110.5 7,315,326 110.p 7,310,007 1110 7,753,
ELL Teacher 1. 1. 1. 15 81,159 15 85,828 15 91,6
Guidance Counselor 4. 4. 5. 50 324,109 5/6 359,437 5/6 379,90
High School Dept Chair 3.2 3.2 3. 3B 248,445 33 261,700 3|3 315,67
High School Teacher 75. 75. 79. 79/6 5,597,888 78.4 5,556,793 79.6 5,895,795
Instructional Coach 2[0 150,09
K-12 Department Chair 0. 0. 0. 05 40,338 05 39,952 0|5 50,84
Library/Media Specialist 7. 7. 7. 70 468,097 700 462,979 7(0 486,07
Middle School Teacher 71.Y 72.9 72.4 7344 5,066,36 72.4 4,952,658 24 5,188,89
Paraprofessional 17. 18.4 20. 208 452,187 22.8 491,754 176 422,24
Principal 8. 8. 8. 80 894,740 8)0 889,131 8|0 915,8Q
Reading Specialist 7. 7. 7. 70 546,217 70 548,732 7|0 568,14
School Adjustment Counselor 1. 1. 1. 10 76,530 1j0 50,646 1j0 54,1
School Psychologist 9. 9. 10. 105 709,810 10.b 691,445 9|5 641,67
Secretary 11. 11. 11. 110 414,338 11.p 434,095 11.0 429,07
Supervisor of Students - 1. 1. 10 32,800 1[0 33,000 1{0 33,0(
Technology Specialist 2. 2. 2. 20 155,851 200 155,097 2|0 163,97
Tutor 9.9 9.9 10.7 107 242,827 10.8 225,279 108 231,19
Special Education 119. 132§ 1394 145.Y 6,388,159 149.p 6,535,875 1516 6,954,20
Behavior Analyst (BCBA) 1j0 60,0(
District Administrator 1. 1. 1. 10 125,000 1,0 118,500 1|0 122,05
District Administrator of Support Services 1. 1. 1. 10 59,450 1/0 60,000 0|6 40,0(
District Evaluator - 1. 1. 10 76,157 1j0 76,1%7 1j0 78,44
District SSP/TSP Program Director 1{0 75,0(
Elementary Teacher 16. 18.7 17.7 182 1,170,62 19.f 1,294,176 19.[7 1,370,959
High School Dept Chair 0.4 0.4 1. 10 77,530 10 45,781 1j0 48,9
High School Teacher 6. 6. 8.2 82 464,663 82 473,317 82 506,16
Middle School Teacher 8. 8. 8. 85 521,417 8/5 502,894 8|5 535,09
Occupational Therapist 3 3.1 2.9 29 210,700 219 272,412 2|9 278,51
Occupational Therapy Assistant 0. 0. 0. 0.6 30,871 0J6 27,930 0|6 27,9
Paraprofessional 59.2 66. 72.4 762 1,798,856 78.8 1,819,875 780 1,888,25
Physical Therapist 1 1. 1. 15 112,036 1[5 113,192 1{5 119,13
Pre-School Teacher 4. 4. 4.2 556 350,388 419 311,769 4|9 330,54
School Adjustment Counselor 1. 1. 1. 10 58,223 1/0 61,213 1/0 65,4
School Nurse 1 1. - q -
Secretary 2 2. 2 20 77,623 20 76,822 2|0 81,7
Social Worker - 1. 2. 30 199,255 30 193,966 3|0 207,63
Speech/Language Pathologist 10. 10.2 10.7 107 778,009 10.8 777,413 10.8 801,87
Team Chair 3.2 3.2 3.4 34 277,363 410 310,459 4{0 316,49
Health Services 9. 9. 9. 9B 546,433 93 559,837 9|3 594,75
District Administrator 0.2 0.2 0.2 oR 14,509 02 15,900 0[2 16,3
School Nurse 8. 8. 8. 88 520,005 88 532,018 88 566,10
Secretary 0. 0.2 0. 03 11,919 03 11,919 0[3 12,2
Athletics 1. 1. 1. 15 93,582 15 96,234 15 100,03
Assistant Principal 0.7 0. 0. 05 53,435 05 53,435 0[5 55,0,
Secretary 0. 1. 1. 10 40,147 1[0 42,800 1{0 45,0:
Extracurricular 0. 0. 0. 0B 26,718 03 26,717 0[3 27,5
Assistant Principal 0. 0. 0. 0B 26,718 03 26,717 0|3 27,5
District Technology 4.4 5, 5.4 54 308,886 54 319,971 6(1 365,32
Computer Technician 3. 5. 4. 45 229,000 45 241,000 5|3 283,03
District Administrator 0.7 0.1 0.7 0J[7 64,655 0J7 63,690 0|7 66,5
Info Systems Specialist 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 15,231 02 15,231 0[2 15,6
Facilities 25, 24. 24 246 1,178,117 25.p 1,159,875 250 1,206,63
Custodian 19 18. 18 18)6 778,698 18.p 771,468 18.6 802,44
District Administrator 2 2 2. 20 181,305 2)0 160,000 2|0 164,80
Maintenance Staff 3 3 3. 30 177,791 30 176,384 3|0 184,80
Secretary 1 1. 1 10 40,424 14 52,024 1|4 54,5
Grant Funded 20. 16. 14, 135 939,110 14.5 964,666 14.p 1,054,44
Data Analyst 0|3 15,1
District Administrator of Support Services 0[5 45,0(
Elementary Teacher 3. 3.4 3. 38 261,171 38 258,869 3|8 274,09
High School Teacher 5. 5. 4. 40 258,909 40 264,495 4|0 285,24
Middle School Teacher 2. 2 2 25 186,097 25 190,393 2|5 196,17
Paraprofessional 6.2 - - 1 -
Pre-School Teacher 1. 1. 1. 12 68,305 1l6 99,442 1|6 106,49
Team Chair 2. 2. 2. 20 164,628 16 128,437 1|6 132,29
Tutor - 1.7 - 1 - 10 23,040
Grand Total 532. 545.3 5582 566.2 33,387,83p 571.8  33,388,71p 5715 35,291,87
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Average Teacher Salaries

With teachers and specialists comprisir®yBoof our district staff, teacher salaries are a major driver

the district budget. Average teacher salaries in our district, historically, have been below the statewide
average salary. Obviously, a large determinant of average teacher salary is the experience level of

district staff. In general, Reading Pulffichools, over the last five years, has had a smaller percentage of

more veteran teachers and a larger percentage of less veteran teachers. While this makes the base

salary level lower than other districts, it translates into larger year over year in@easteachers move

up the steps of the salary schedule. In Reading, the average step increase for a ted&hérAdess

veteran staff caralsotranslate to higher professional development expenses since Massachusetts

NEIljdzA NS a | Y| ach&dNdaivamsimiNtital t& @olssioral licensure. Teachers who

FNBE SyNRftSR Ay I YIFradSNRa RSAINBS LINBINFXY Ay wSIFR

Figure 3 compares average teacher salaries in Reading to statewide average teachessalarithe

last several years. As the data below indicates, average teacher salaries in Reading have averaged just
over $5,000 below the statewide average over the past seven years. The gap was largest during the
200910 school year but has since impeavmodestly.

Figure37. Average Teacher Salaries

SY Reading State Difference
2005-06 55,678 56,366 (688)
2006-07 55,008 58,258 (3,250
2007-08 61,212 64,164 (2,952
2008-09 59,661 67,572 (7,911
2009-10 60,300 68,733 (8,433
2010-11 64,129 70,340 (6,211
2011-12 65,194 70,474 (5, 280
2012-13 66,048 71,620 (5,572

Figure38 belowshows Reading as compared to our financially comparable péerthe chart indicates,
GKSY O2YLI NBR (G2 GKSaS LISSNI RAAGNAOGAZT w&IRAYyIQa
school year.
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Figure38. Average Teacher Salaries, Comparison to Peer Districts

$90,000
$85,000
$80,000

= 2008-09 m2009-10 = 2010-11 = 2011-12 = 2012-13

Student Demographics and Performance Measures

This section provides student demographic information such as enroliment by school, by grade, and by
population; class sizeformation; and measures of student performance and student success, such as
MCAS results, graduation rates, and other key indicators. This information is intended to provide
readers with a picture of who our students are and how they are performingaitgntify areas of

need.

Student Enrollment

Enrollment in our district has remained relatively stade while we have declined slightly (1.54%)

since our highest enroliment level in SYIL2 Over the last ten years we have increased our enrollment

by132 students.¢ KS GKNBS I NBESAd Ay ONBI aSmy A y{-13gamN2n i Y Sy

{ . QuTnde bSEG &SI NDRA& LINE 2B« ekhd&rgedid thé 1asSdgcade A Yy ONB I & ¢
with the highest enrollment growtlat Readindiighschl level 8.2% average increase)

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Page64



Figure39: Historical and Projected Enrollment by Schbol

02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 | 14-15| 15-16 16-17
Alice Barrows 394 405 409 375 387 406 407 390 399 389 388 369 | 359 | 383 382
Birch Meadow 539 527 532 350 363 418 422 412 419 412 393 384 [ 387 | 412 413
Joshua Eaton 519 490 525 496 482 465 450 442 425 446 453 455 | 471 | 473 465
J.Warren Killam 534 554 544 447 453 427 451 455 447 451 446 463 | 440 | 445 433
Wood End 351 364 343 348 346 350 367 358 338 | 335 | 383 388
A.W. Coolidge 496 509 473 442 426 436 466 476 490 466 462 449 | 476 | 453 465
Walter S. Parker 531 534 532 527 566 597 586 562 593 584 593 564 | 593 | 566 581
Reading Memorial 1222 1,178 1,211 1,222 1,223 1259 1,222 1242 1,246 1,262 1,285 1,307 1,251 1,308 1,302
RISE 58 65 67 72 68 65 76 67 90 100 105 103 | 95 105 105
District 4293 4,262 4,293 4282 4332 4,416 4,428 4,392 4,459 4,477 4,483 4,432 4407 4533 4,534
% Change 02% -07% 07% -03% 12% 1.9% 03% -08% 15% 04% 01% -11%| -06%| 29% 0.0%
Figure40: Historical and Projected Enrollment by Grade Level
PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2002-03 58 321 336 354 310 308 357 344 363 320 303 325 292 302 4,293
2003-04 65 300 361 344 350 312 309 348 335 360 277 298 328 275 4,262
2004-05 67 337 331 341 345 349 307 315 350 340 327 272 308 304 4,293
2005-06 72 282 369 328 343 346 351 312 313 344 315 327 281 299 4,282
2006-07 68 324 316 375 328 353 353 355 320 317 315 314 331 263 4,332
2007-08 65 324 345 318 388 335 349 348 364 321 305 319 323 312 4,416
2008-09 76 324 343 358 318 393 342 343 347 362 292 304 319 307 4,428
2009-10 67 280 345 349 363 318 390 353 341 344 334 298 298 312 4,392
2010-11 90 348 308 351 349 369 315 387 353 343 324 327 301 294 4,459
2011-12 100 319 362 315 356 347 366 311 390 349 312 327 326 297 4,477
2012-13 105 302 342 361 324 356 353 362 309 384 323 314 321 327 4,483
2013-14 103 287 319 351 370 327 355 347 362 304 353 323 308 323 4,432
2014-15 95 322 298 314 362 366 330 356 346 367 270 357 319 305 4,407
2015-16 105 321 347 353 345 360 375 318 357 344 340 289 360 319 4,533
2016-17 105 318 347 356 355 347 358 372 319 355 319 340 288 355 4,534

Much of the financial support thahe district receives from state and federal grants and reimbursement
programs (e.g. Title I, school nutrition reimbursements, or circuit breaker) is driven by enroliments of

certain populations of students. These groups often need additional servicead#ye general

education classroom. These populations include students receiving special education services, students
whose first language is not English or who have limited proficiency in English, or low income students.
The figures below show enrolimefor these subgroups in our district.

! Projections based on the Reading Public Schools Enrollment Projection Report, DeJong Healy, May 21, 2012
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Figure41: Special Education Enrollment

. Academic Total il % of Il # of Students
Students Students .
Year Enrollment Students , Out of District;
on |[EP Statewide

2005-06 4282 694 16.0 16.4 73
2006-07 4332 707 16.1 16.7 67
2007-08 4416 753 16.8 16.9 73
2008-09 4428 771 17.2 17.1 63
2009-10 4392 758 17.0 17.0 59
2010-11 4509 734 16.3 17.0 51
2011-12 4447 768 16.9 17.0 64
2012-13 4483 737 17.3 17.0 64
2013-14 4432 767 16.9 17.0 50
2014-15 4414 809 17.3 17.1 61

What is apparent from the table below is that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily
rising over the last several years. We samirecrease of 42% or 101 students thatehéhe federal
income guidelinefor Free Lunch.

Figure42: Enrolliment by Other Subgroup

Academic Bt Langyage s lelted, Engllsh Low-Income Free Lunch Reduced Lunch
Year English Proficient

# % # % # % # % # %
2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1
2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0
2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1
2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2
2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2
2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 5.7 204 4.6 50 1.1
2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1
2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2
2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3

Class Size

Reading Public Schools has no formal policy on class size but doesrbevmmerded rangeof 18 to
22 in Grades+, 20 to 25 for Grades3, and 20 to 26 for Grades 6 through 8. There is no
recommended rangeper se, for High School gradesthough the college preparatory level of classes
should ideally have no more than 20 studemier class
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Figure43: Average Class Size, GradesX

School Grade K| Grade 1| Grade 2| Grade 3| Grade 4| Grade 5| Grade 6| Grade 7| Grade 8| Grade 9| Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12

Barrows 19.3 20.3 17.7 20.7 21.0 20.0
Birch Meadow 20.3 21.3 19.0 23.7 22.0 22.7
Joshua Eaton 24.5 20.3 20.3 22.3 22.8 25.3
Killam 22.0 17.5 20.0 18.8 21.8 20.7
Wood End 19.3 21.5 21.5 22.0 20.0 21.3
Coolidge 26.7 26.2 26.5
Parker 24.5 23.6 26.0
High School 18.1 20.4 21.5 19.8
Average 21.1 20.2 19.7 215 21.5 22.0 25.6 24.9 26.3 18.1 20.4 215 19.8

Figure44:. High School Class Sizes by Grade and Academic Program

College Prep Strong College Prep Honors AP
Grade 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
Subject
English 11.0 14.0 13.3 16.5 20.0 23.2 22.4 22.4 19.6 21.4 23.8 26.0 13.0
Math 12.4 15.4 18.8 20.7 22.9 26.2 21.7 26.0 21.8 23.0 27.0 18.3
Science 13.3 17.5 16.4 14.5 16.7 23.0 23.2 10.7 19.7 24.0 25.0 19.7 17.5
Social Studieg 14.0 16.0 19.5 18.7 21.8 21.5 25.0 23.6 24.7 16.0
Average 12.7 15.7 17.0 15.5 19.0 22.7 23.3 18.3 22.6 22.7 24.1 24.2 16.2

As Figure 4shows, theaverageclass sizes fall of thecollege prgaratory level ardelowthe desired

cap of 20 studentsThese optimal class sizes were able to be achieved due to the increase in staffing
AyOf dzZRSR Ay (KS C, Qun 0 dzear®g endréhmedifor sudents in Béde (G2 | v
sections.

Figure45: Student to Teacher Ratio by Schbol

SY 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alice Barrows 20.5t01 16.7t0 1 15.8t0 1 15.6to 1 13.8t0 1 13.2t0 1 140to 1
Birch Meadow 18.4to1 17.7t0 1 18.1to 1 179t01 17.0to1 16.0to 1 13.7t0 1
Joshua Eaton 17.4t01 17.3t0 1 18.4to 1 17.3t0 1 175101 16.8t0 1 16.0to 1
J.W. Killam 17.4t01 14.8t0 1 14.4t01 15.1t01 14.7t01 15.6to0 1 16.2to 1
Wood End 13.9to1 129to 1 13.1to1 154t01 15.1to1 155t01 14.2t01
A.W. Coolidge 11.7to 1 12.7t0 1 12.3t0 1 12.3t01 12.6to1 12.1to1 12.0to 1
W.S. Parker 14.0to 1 125t01 11.8to 1 126 to 1 125t01 12.6to1 11.9to1
Reading Memorial 153to 1 14.8t0 1 149101 15.1t0 1 15.1to 1 15.0to 1 14.3t0 1

Figure & shows the student to teacher ratio as calculated and reported by MA DESE. The total number
is not as meaningful duetthe way that teacher is defined by DESE in its EPIMS reporting tool.
However, the comparison between schools as to the relative size of the ratio is valid. The data indicate
that student to teacher ratios tend to be lowest at the middle school levvieed by the high school.

This is due to the fact that you have multiple core subject teachers per student, unlike the elementary
school level.

8 Student to Teacher ratio is calculated by the MABPB&sed on SIMS and EPIMS submissions. It is calculated as the total
number of teachers as defined by DESE divided by enrollment as submitted by districts in SIMS.
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State Accountability System

Beginning with the 20123 school year, accountability reports changed sigmifigeas a result of
alaalOKdzaSiaaqQ 6 ABSNI 2F OSNIIFAY b2 /KAfR [SF¥id .S
percent proficiency was replaced with a new goal of reducing proficiency gaps by half by 2017; the NCLB
accountability status labels of imprement, corrective action, and restructuring were eliminated; only

state accountability and assistance levels are used for districts and schools, including charter schools;
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) has been replaced with a new performance méasBredtess and

Performance Index, or PPI) that incorporates student growth and other indicators, including science and
dropout rates; and reports show a new "high needs" subgroup, an unduplicated count of all students in

a school or district belonging &t least one of the following individual subgroups: students with

disabilities, English language learners (ELL) and former ELL students, or low income students.

Theal 34l OKdzAaSGGaQ CNIYSG2N] TFT2NJ 5Aa0NAKOGdistriGO2 dzy G| 67
on a fivelevel scale, with the highest performing in Level 1 and lowest performing in LeMa¢ System
isalsoameasure & OK a40K22f YR RAAZGNAOGQA LINRPINBaa G241 N
between 2010/11 and 2016/17Schoolsnaking sufficient progress toward narrowing proficiency gaps

FNBE OflFaaAFASR AylG2 [S@OSt wmI 6KAES GKS adrisSqQa f2
In general, districts are classified into a level based on the level of their Ipadetming school.

For individual schools)laschools with sufficient data are classified into Levéls Eighty percent of

schools are classified into Level 1 or 2 based on the cumulative Progress and Performance Index (PPI) for
the aggregate and higheeds group. Schools are classified into Level 3 if they are among the lowest 20

percent relative to other schools in their grade span statewide, if they serve the lowest performing

subgroups statewide, or if they have persistently low graduation ratesldvkest achieving, least

improving Level 3 schools are candidates for classification into Levels 4 and 5, the most serious
RSaAIyYylIGA2ya Ay al a3l OKdzaSdadaqQ O002dzyilloAftAle aea

Schools with one or more subgroups that are among the lowest performimgysups statewide are
classified into Level 3, and the names of those groups are displayed. These schools are referred to as
Level 3 Focus schools. For a subgroup to be low performing, it must meet two criteria: (1) the subgroup
must place in the lowest péorming 20 percent of like subgroups within the school type category
statewide, and (2) the subgroup must place in the lowest performing 20 percent of all subgroups
statewide within the same school type.

The U.S. Department of Educatialsorequires Masachusetts to determine which districts have
ALISOATAO ySSRa FT2NJ 0SOKYyAOFf laaradlyoS 2NJ AyidSND
determination is based on six categories: Meets RequiremBnasisional (MRP); Meets Requirements

(MR); Megs RequirementsAt Risk (MRAR); Needs Technical Assistance (NTA); Needs Intervention (NI);

and Needs Substantial Intervention (NSI). In most cases these categories correspond to the district's
accountability and assistance level, except when the distdstdpecific compliance needs. This

designation helps signal whether outcomes for all students in the district indicate progress, including

that of students with disabilities, or whether technical assistance and/or intervention is needed to

improve outcomedor all children, especially students with disabilities.

Information above igxcerpted or adapteftom the Massachusetts Department of Secondary and Elementary

9RdzOIF GA2Y 6S0aAidSo 'RRAGAZ2Y It AYyTF2NXYIAdaRry | 62dzi GKS &
http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/accountability/2014/GlossaryTerms.pdf

Reading Public Schools Accountability
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In 2014, the Reading Public Schools district was classiied 8, as thdoshua Eatoklementary School

was given a Level 3 classification by the DESE, indicating it to be among the lowest performing 20% of
subgroups with a focus on High Needs. Currently, the district has been working with the state and

the Jeshua Eaton team to address these issues. In addition, a Joshua Eaton task force (consisting of both
educators and community members) has also been establisiibd.charge of the task force is to

develop and oversee a comprehensive plan to elevate Jo8Huai 2y FNRY GKS 59{9Qa [ S
accountability rating and to continually move the school forward jpositive direction. Thimcludes

looking at all aspects of the school community, reviewing input from the DSAC survey, providing

additional avenues foranmunity input, recommending specific and sustainable action steps to the

School Advisory Council and/or Reading Public Schools administration, and establishing an effective

means of communication among all school stakehold@&itse FY16 recommended budgdso includes

some key restructuring of funds to address this issue and to better assist the district in moving forward.
Figure#-0 St 296 AYRAOIGSa SIOK aoOK22fQa Od2NNByid | 002dzyi

Figure46Y {15 MESE Accountability Rating by School

School Title | Status ACCO.U ntability and

Assistance Level
Alice M Barrows Elementary] Non-Title | School (NT) Level 2
Birch Meadow Elementary Non-Title | School (NT) Level 2
Joshua Eaton Elementary Title 1 School (TA) Level 3
J Warren Killam Elementary Title | School (TA) Level 2
Wood End Elementary Non-Title | School (NT) Level 2
Arthur W Coolidge Middle Non-Title | School (NT) Level 2
Walter S Parker Middle Non-Title | School (NT) Level 2
Reading Memorial High Non-Title | School (NT) Level 1

Massachusetts Student Assessment

The Massachusetts Comprehensivedssment System (MCAS) wiasigned to meet the requirements
of the Education Reform Law of 1993. This law specifies that the testing program must

1 test all public school students in sachusetts, including students with disabilities and English
Language Learner students;

1 measure performance based on the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework learning standards;
and,

1 report on the performance of individual students, schools, and districts.

Currently, Massachusetts is transitioning to a nextagation assessment andtissting the PARCC to be

a new state test that could replace MCAS for English/language arts and math in 2016 for g8ades 3

PARCC stands for tRartnership forAssessment bReadiness folollege andCareers. The 2012015

school yearisthe lastyearof @25 NJ t ! w/ / GiSad RNAGSE F2NJ al aal OKd
Of FaaSa LINIGAOALNI GSR Ay (GKS t!w// FASthRol G6Sadsz Ay
districts had the opportunity to choose MCAS or PARCC4ndf districts chose PARCI@Gcluding
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0KS wSIFIRAYy3 tdzoftAO {OK22fao ¢tKS aKATG Ay |aasSaa
curriculum standards that began a few years.ag

In order to make sure students are learning what they need to know and be able to do at each grade
level, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education and local educators periodically upgrade
Massachusetts' curriculum standards. Also, althoMgissachusetts@and 8" graders had been ranked

#1 in the U.S. for reading and math, more than 1 in 3 Massachusetts high school graduates (who passed
MCAS) had also been determined to require remedial courses when theyeerirojublic higher

educatian. As the MCA®/as over a decadeld and not designed to be a predicator of college readiness,
the state began an effort to upgrade state standards and to explore a next generation assessment.

The state and educators were already working on this upgvauen development of the Common Core

State Standards (CCSS) began in 2009, and the two efforts merged. DESE staff and the Curriculum

CNI YS62N)] wS@OASg tlySta F2NlaldK FyR 9[! O2YLJ}I NBR
2000/2001 frameworks, and dStINY A Y SR (G KI &G GKS@ ¢SNB y20 2yfeée O2ya
emerging revisions, but were stronger in several regards. In July 2010, the Massachusetts Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education voted to adopt the Common Core Standards. In Septd@ber 20

the department staff, in collaboration with the members of the original Framework Revision

Committees, then made unique state additions to the CCSS. Specifically, Massachusetts added more

than 20 math standards, as well as {kiedergarten and ELA stdards. The final versions of the new

frameworks for math and ELA standards were adopted by the board in December 2010 and published in
March 2011.

Since the publication of the new standards, the Reading Public Schools (along with all Massachusetts
schooldistricts) have been updating their ELA and math curricula and have been conducting

professional development to align with new standards. Teachers have also been shifting instructional
strategies to align with the upgraded standards. For instance, themath standards focus on fewer

topics each year so students have time to learn concepts deeply, and the new English language arts

standards require students to speak and write in a variety of formats and support their ideas with

evidence from authoritatie¢ sourcesw S RAYy 3 t dzof A0 { OK22f aQ SRdzOlI 42 NA X
Massachusetts districts, chose to participate in PARCC in order to give students and teachers a head

start on experiencing a next generation assessment system which is alignednewigarning

standards and could be replacing the MCAS permanently.

lf 0K2dAK GKAa ALINRAYy3IQa t! w// | &aasSREFNY mal SIANIB RANRAKS
20142015 PARCC results will be officillist as with MCAS, students wéteive performance results.

Parents and teachers will receive reports, and teachers can use that information to help pinpoint
d0dzRSyGaQ auNBy3IdKa yR ¢SlIlySaasSad 5Aa0GNROGA | RY
their 2015 accountability leals "held harmless," which means that a district's accountability level can

only improve or remain the same based on student performance on the assessineannot decline

from its 2014 level next yeaP ARCC will also not cause any interruption irdlaldNA OG Q& | oA f A (@
student growth percentiles (SGPs). SGPs are calculated using a relative comparison of each student with

his or her "academic peers." With a sufficiently representative sample, the state has indicated that it can
reliably calculate&sGPs when a student takes MCAS one year and PARCC in the next year. Grade 10

students will not take PARCC this yed#ney still must pass MCAS as a graduation requirement. MCAS

science and MCAASIt will continue as is for all grades.
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Like MCAS, PARCCasmeant to tell the whole story about what students know and can do. Rather,

GKS &adFGS FaaSaaysSydaldA a0 KIFAG] SOFYY LINRYE RS 0K SIA 16t S A
includes two parts in English/language arts and two parts in math. The firsbgart ¢ t S NBaddl | y OS
la3aSaaySyidé Ay 1G4S al NOK 2NJ SFENXe& ! LINAtO-F20dzasSa
d02NBR o0& LIS2L Sd ¢KS adSO02yR LI NI 002y airsBoetiBR Iy
and targets reading and rttacomprehension. Combined, the two parts are designed to provide an
AYLRNIFYy(Od FaasSaavySyad 2F | aadzRSyidQa (1yz2e6ft SR3IST &

Information above igxcerpted and/oadapted from the Massachusetts Department of Secondary &rddhatary
Education website. Additional information about PARCC can be foumidbat\www.doe.mass.edu/parcc/

Figure47 below shove MCAS performance data for last year.

Figure47. SY'203-14 MCAS Perforrance, Reading versus State

Grade and Subject Proficient or Highe Advanced Proficient Needs Improvemernl Warning/ Failing| CPI SGP
DISTRIQT STATE| DISTRIQT STATE| DISTRIQT STATE| DISTRIQT STATE [ DISTRIQT STATE
GRADE 03 - READING 67 57 12 12 55 46 29 33 4 10 87.7 N/A
GRADE 03 - MATHEMATICS 70 68 24 31 46 38 23 21 7 11 87.2 N/A
GRADE 04 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS64 54 14 13 50 41 30 33 6 13 85.3 45
GRADE 04 - MATHEMATICS 53 52 18 20 35 32 42 36 5 12 82.4 48
GRADE 05 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS76 64 18 18 58 46 20 26 5 10 90.3 42
GRADE 05 - MATHEMATICS 69 61 39 30 30 30 22 24 9 15 86.2 48
GRADE 05 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 59 53 19 20 40 33 35 34 6 13 83.8 N/A
GRADE 06 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS82 68 22 16 60 52 15 23 3 9 93.1 56
GRADE 06 - MATHEMATICS 75 60 41 29 34 31 18 25 7 15 88.2 58
GRADE 07 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS84 72 7 11 76 61 12 21 4 7 94.2 40
GRADE 07 - MATHEMATICS 66 50 20 17 46 33 25 26 9 24 84.8 44
GRADE 08 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS91 79 23 14 69 65 6 14 3 8 96.1 50
GRADE 08 - MATHEMATICS 59 52 22 19 38 33 31 29 9 19 81.9 41
GRADE 08 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 57 42 6 4 51 38 38 41 5 18 82.9 N/A
GRADE 10 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS98 90 47 41 51 48 2 8 1 3 99.2 47.5
GRADE 10 - MATHEMATICS 89 79 61 53 27 25 10 15 2 7 95.6 31
GRADE 10 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 86 71 38 29 48 42 13 24 1 5 95.7 N/A
ALL GRADES - ENGLISH LANGUAGH AR8® 69 20 18 60 51 17 22 4 8 92.2 46
ALL GRADES - MATHEMATICS 69 60 32 28 37 32 24 25 7 15 86.6 46
ALL GRADES - SCIENCE AND TECH|EN®7 55 21 17 46 38 29 33 4 12 87.4 N/A
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Figure48: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher on ELA MCAS
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Figure49: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher on Math MCAS
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Figure50: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Above by Subgect School
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
ELA Math S&T| ELA Math S&T| ELA Math S&T| ELA Math S&T| ELA Math S&T| ELA Math S&T
Barrows 67% 70% 60% 72% 72% 659 74% 72% 519 80% 76% 69% 79% 74% 67% 71% 64% 69%
Birch Meadow | 63% 55% 520 73% 60% 58% 73% 65% 5694 75% 62% 479 75% 71% 629 71% 66% 59%
Eaton 76% 80% 779 80% 76% 729 T77% 72% 68% 76% 74% 654 72% 69% 59% 70% 60% 53%
Killam T2% T4% 659 77% T74% 609 76% 71% 719 75% 76% 654 69% 71% 64% 70% 71% 55%
Wood End 71% 72% 67% 75% 70% 759 70% 73% 75% 66% 74% 68% 69% 71% 61% 63% 64% 63%
Coolidge 89% 84% 59% 91% 81% 559 90% 77% 529 91% 76% 57% 89% 74% 524 87% 65% 57%
Parker 91% 76% 70% 90% 77% 569 90% 78% 519 87% 74% 66% 88% 67% 53% 87% 71% 59%
RMHS 95% 90% 8294 90% 90% 89% 95% 93% 879 97% 96% 88% 98% 94% 90% 98% 90% 87%
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Figure51: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Above, ELA MCAS
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Figure52: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher, Math MCAS
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Figure53: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher, Science & Technology MCAS
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Student Growth Percentile (SGP)

Measuring student performance relative to standards specific to each grade level is useful in

determining whether a student has met the standards for that grade. There are, however, several

obstacles to using this approaéh2 Y S & dzZNB & (i gaivByThisiswhpESHEvSoped O
GaGdzRSYd INRBSOGK LISNOSYydGAftSazé | YSIFadNB 2F aiddzRSy
assessmengcores to changes assessmenscores of other students with similar scores iropgiears A

student growth percentily S| 8 dzNB & &G dzRSy i LINRPINB&Za o0& O2YLI NAy3
progress of other students with similar performance histories. We refer to students with similar score
KAad2NARSa | a¢ alF OF RSYAO LISSNRO®

Figure54A Sudent Growth Percentile, ELA MCAS
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Percentiles are commonly understood values that express the percentage of cases that fall below a
certain score. For example:

1 A student with a growth percentile of 90 in 5th grade mathematics grew as much or more
than 90 percent of her academic peers (students with similar score histories) from the 4th
grade math MCAS to the 5th grade math MCAS. Only 10% of her academic peers grew more
in math than she did.

1 A student with a growth percentile of 23 in 8th grade Eiglanguage arts grew as well or
better than 23 percent of her academic peers (students with similar score histories) from
the 7th grade ELA MCAS to the 8th grade ELA MCAS. This student grew less in ELA than 77%
of her academic peers.

Because growth ¥ S| & dzZNAy 3 OKIFy3aS Ay LISNF2NXIFyOS NI GKSNJ GKI
matter how a student performed on the MCAS last ydarany given testing year, each student has an

equal opportunity to grow at the 99th percentilén other words, even thouga student may not

achievea score of 278 out of 280 this year, it is possible for a student to ¢uewen at the 99th

percentile from last year to this year. Although a student may perform well below the proficiency mark,

that student could potentially &ive a high growth percentile. Such an occurrence could indicate that a

program, a new approach, or something else is working for this studett.Q&8 A YLER2 NIy i (2 Vy:
a0l 4GS ARSYUGAFASE GKS Y2RSNI GS 2NJ 40Rdiel, énd f INB 6 (G K £
indicates that differences in SGP of fewer than 10 points are likely not very educationally meaningful.

It is helpful to think ofjrowth as a statistic that putassessmenachievement into greater context.
Achievement scores answer oneittly: how did a student fare relative to grade level standards in a given
year.Sudent growth percentiles add another layer of understanding, providing a measure of how a
student changed from one year to the next relative to other students with similar$A€gt score

histories. The most appropriate measure for reporting growth fagraupis the median student growth
percentile (the middle score if one ranks the individual student growth percentiles from highest to
lowest). The average or mean is not gpeopriate measure when comparing percentiles.

Figure54B: Student Growth Percentile, Math MCAS
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Equal in importance to analyzing overall performance on state standardized assessments is the analysis
of performance bysubgioup. State assessment results are tracked by a number of subgroups in

addition to all students and those subgroups include low income students, high needs students,
students of different race/ethnic backgrounds, and students with disabilities. Datastmribal

performance and student growth percentiles on the state MCAS by subgroup are shown below.

Figure55: MCAS Performance by Subgroup

ELA - % Proficient of Above Math - % Proficient of Above
2009 [ 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
All Students 81 83 83 83 82 80 76 75 76 76 76 72

Students w/disabilitie 52 49 51 48 46 44 40 37 40 38 31 28
Low income 61 61 64 65 60 62 48 47 53 47 44 41
High needs 54 53 52 52 45 42 37 34
Afr. Amer./Black 68 55 56 55 49 60 46 33 44 41 44 35

Figure56. MCAS Student Growth Percentile by Subgroup

ELA - Student Growth Percentile Math - Student Growth Percentile
2009 | 2010 [ 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014| 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
All Students 51 58 52 54 53 46 59 54 55 53 53 47
Students w/disabilitie 46 52 49 49 44 39 59 51 55 48 35 39
Low income 45 55 54 52 48 40.5 53 46 57 45 40 41.5
High needs 49 50 46 40 55 48 37 41
Afr. Amer./Black 50 52 54 47 42 43 36 52 63 53 47 38

The data above illustrate that there is an achievement gap between our higher needs populations and
the general student population. These gaps are being addressed through a number of initiatives
outlined in our district improvement plan goals, includihg tbehavioral health of our students through
the implementation of programs such as the Massachusetts Tiered System of Supports.

Some of the above information is excerpted and/or adapted from the Massachusetts DESE website. Additional
information on stident growth can be found athttp://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/growth/

Other Measures of Performance

Student Attendance

Student attendance is one measure of how supported students feel which affectsviligzigness to

come to school. The attendance rates in our district have exceeded the state average over the years.
CAIdz2NE ptv 0St2¢ akKz2ga wSFRAYIQa GdSYyRIFyOS NI (GSa
compared to our peers. The data is sarfeom lowest to highest rates for the SY2012. .

e ——
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Figure57: Percent of Studentabsentfewer than 10 Days

Student Discipline

Districts report to the MA DESE different metrics of student discipline. These include teatpair

students suspended out of school at least once, the number of incidents per 100 students resulting in
out-of-school suspension, and the number of criminaligg or tobaccorelated, andviolent incidents

resulting inout-of-schoolsuspensions Ourdistrict has a relatively low rate of student discipline

incidents, particularly as compared to the state. However, even among our comparable peers, we have,
on averagene of the lowest incident ratgser 100 students that result in owtf-school suspesion.

Figure B below shows the comparison with the state amdr comparable peers where we have the

fourth lowest incident rate.

Figure58: Number of Incidents per 100 Students Resulting in @t#School Suspension
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